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Senate
The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Loving Heavenly Father, to know
You is life’s ultimate purpose; to trust
You is our only peace; to serve You is
our true joy. We praise You for the
privilege of friendship with You. We
humbly acknowledge that any good we
have done, any progress we have made,
and any accomplishments we have
achieved are all because of Your inde-
fatigable inspiration. There is no limit
to the blessings You pour out on those
who give You the glory. You have been
the source of every creative thought,
all crucial legislation, and any con-

structive compromise that has blended
the best points of view. You are the
source of unity in diversity and mutual
trust that triumphs over competitive
party spirit. When we are fearful, You
give us courage; when we are under
pressure, You flood our hearts with
peace.

Thank You dear God for continuing
to bless America, as You persist in em-
powering the women and men of this
Senate to lead with vision. Through
our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator LOTT of
Mississippi, is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 11 a.m. It is hoped that
during today’s session the Senate will
be able to complete its business for the
1st session of the 105th Congress. I just
talked to the Democratic leader and we
agreed to push to accomplish that
today. In fact, I read over the weekend
a quote from General Eisenhower.
When he was President he said, ‘‘There
are many problems in Washington, but
one of the main reasons is we have too
long been away from home.’’ So I’m
hoping that we will honor his admoni-
tion and go home at the close of busi-
ness today for the balance of the year
to be with our constituents.

N O T I C E
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As Members are aware, the House

passed both the District of Columbia
appropriations bill and the foreign op-
erations conference reports last night.
It is hoped that the Senate can voice
vote those bills during today’s session
as we await House action on the Com-
merce, State, Justice appropriations
conference report, and I expect them to
accomplish that before late in the
afternoon. In fact, I expect it to be in
the early afternoon.

If a voice vote is not possible, then
Members will be notified as to when we
might have a rollcall vote or votes.
Again, I think it would be in the best
interests of the Senate at this time if
we could do this with a voice vote. The
so-called controversial positions in the
District of Columbia bill and the for-
eign operations conference reports
have been removed, and I believe an
agreement has been reached with the
administration on Commerce, State,
and Justice with regard to items in
that bill, as well as the provisions with
regard to census.

If there are rollcall votes, I empha-
size we will try to notify Members with
at least a 4-hour advance notice and
the time span that that vote might
occur in. If we can’t complete today
with just voice votes then there is a
possibility that we would have to go
over until tomorrow if there is going to
be a rollcall vote because I do think
Members are entitled to significant ad-
vance notice so they can be sure to be
here. Or, if we can’t get it done in a
reasonable way today or tomorrow,
there is always next week, which would
really begin to stretch what President
Eisenhower had warned us against. In
order to avoid that, we are going to
need a very good attitude and a lot of
cooperation. I think that is possible.

We are still working on the few re-
maining Executive Calendar items.
There are only 15 or so nominations
left on the calendar. We are hoping to
clear some of those today, and then
those that would require some debate
or recorded votes would be scheduled
early in the session when we come back
next year.

Again, we need cooperation of the
Senators that are here today, and be-
tween the leadership on both sides of
the aisle so we can complete action. We
accomplished a great deal over the
weekend by voice vote and in our wrap-
up. We passed a lot of really good bills.
We still have a chance to get a con-
ference report from the House on Am-
trak, with only one major change, as I
understand it—one I think the Senate
could live with. That is the makeup of
the board of Amtrak.

I remind our colleagues that we did
pass and send to the President a fix
with regard to the ISTEA transpor-
tation bill, that we did pass and send to
the President the FDA reform package,
as well as the foster care and adoption
bill, and earlier had sent the Labor-
HHS and education appropriations bill.
So we are down, really, to these three
final bills. There could be a fourth bill

sent separately that would include the
State Department reorganization, U.N.
arrearage, IMF funds, as well as some
language with regard to the Mexico
City population control issue. If that
bill could not be brought up or was ob-
jected to or filibustered, of course, we
would not be able to get to a final vote
on that. But the three key bills we
need to bring up today are the three
appropriations conference reports and
we will notify Members when we will
act on those and if any recorded votes
are necessary.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
the Judiciary be authorized to hold an
executive business meeting during the
session of the Senate on Thursday, No-
vember 13, 1997, at 10 a.m. in room 226
of the Senate Dirksen Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on be-
half of my colleagues on the Judiciary
Committee, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate stand in
recess until 2 p.m. today.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on be-
half of my colleagues on the Judiciary
Committee, on that, too, I must object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask the
Chair lay before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives on
the bill (H.R. 2607) making appropria-
tions for the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against
the revenues of said District for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1998, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the House agree to the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2607) entitled ‘‘An Act making appropria-
tions for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1998, and for other purposes.’’, with the
following amendments:
Ω1æOn page 1, line 1, strike all through line 7
Ω2æOn page 1, line 8, strike øThe¿ and insert:
That the
Ω3æOn page 2, line 2, strike all from ‘‘to’’
through ‘‘Act,’’ on line 3
Ω4æOn page 11, line 20, after the word ‘‘fund’’
insert: described in section 172 of this Act
Ω5æOn page 12, line 8, strike øall¿

Ω6æOn page 34, line 16, after ‘‘or’’ insert: pre-
viously
Ω7æOn page 44, line 15, before the period, in-
sert:
, except that the Chief Financial Officer may
not reprogram for operating expenses any funds
derived from bonds, notes, or other obligations
issued for capital projects
Ω8æOn page 46, after line 9, insert:

(c) REPORT ON EXPENDITURES BY FINANCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE
AUTHORITY.—Not later than 20 calendar days
after the end of each fiscal quarter starting Oc-
tober 1, 1997, the District of Columbia Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority shall submit a report to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight of the House, and
the Committee on Governmental Affairs of the
Senate providing an itemized accounting of all
non-appropriated funds obligated or expended
by the Authority for the quarter. The report
shall include information on the date, amount,
purpose, and vendor name, and a description of
the services or goods provided with respect to
the expenditures of such funds.

Ω9æOn page 47, line 21, strike ø$5,000,000¿ and
insert: $12,000,000

Ω10æOn page 59, line 11, strike ø(f)¿ and in-
sert: (e)

Ω11æOn page 77, line 17, strike all through
page 78, line 2
Ω12æOn page 78, after line 2, insert the follow-
ing:

SEC. 166. Notwithstanding any other provision
of Federal or District of Columbia law applica-
ble to a reemployed annuitant’s entitlement to
retirement or pension benefits, the Director of
the Office of Personnel Management may waive
the provisions of section 8344 of title 5 of the
United States Code for any reemployed annu-
itants appointed heretofore or hereafter as a
Trustee under section 11202 or 11232 of the Na-
tional Capital Revitalization and Self-Govern-
ment Improvement Act of 1997, or, at the request
of such a Trustee, for any employee of such
Trustee.

SEC. 167. Section 2203(i)(2)(A) of the District of
Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104–134; 110 Stat. 3009–504; D.C. Code 31–
2853.13(i)(2)(A)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(i) ANNUAL LIMIT.—Subject to subparagraph

(B) and clause (ii), during calendar year 1997,
and during each subsequent calendar year, each
eligible chartering authority shall not approve
more than 10 petitions to establish a public
charter school under this subtitle.

‘‘(ii) TIMETABLE.—Any petition approved
under clause (i) shall be approved during an ap-
plication approval period that terminates on
April 1 of each year. Such an approval period
may commence before or after January 1 of the
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calendar year in which it terminates, except
that any petition approved at any time during
such an approval period shall count, for pur-
poses of clause (i), against the total number of
petitions approved during the calendar year in
which the approval period terminates.’’.

SEC. 168. Section 2205(a) of the District of Co-
lumbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public Law
104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–122; D.C. Code 31–
2853.15(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘7,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘15,’’.

SEC. 169. Section 2214(g) of the District of Co-
lumbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public Law
104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–133; D.C. Code 31–
2853.24(g)) is amended by inserting ‘‘to the
Board’’ after ‘‘appropriated’’.

SEC. 170. Section 2401(b)(3)(B) of the District
of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–137; D.C. Code 31–
2853.41(b)(3)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’;
(2) in clause (ii), by striking the period at the

end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) to whom the school provides room and

board in a residential setting.’’.
SEC. 171. Section 2401(b)(3) of the District of

Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public
Law 104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–137; D.C. Code 31–
2853.41(b)(3)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(C) ADJUSTMENT FOR FACILITIES COSTS.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (2), the Mayor and the
District of Columbia Council, in consultation
with the Board of Education and the Super-
intendent, shall adjust the amount of the an-
nual payment under paragraph (1) to increase
the amount of such payment for a public char-
ter school to take into account leases or pur-
chases of, or improvements to, real property, if
the school, not later than April 1 of the fiscal
year preceding the payment, requests such an
adjustment.’’.

SEC. 172. (a) PAYMENTS TO NEW CHARTER
SCHOOLS.—Section 2403(b) of the District of Co-
lumbia School Reform Act of 1995 (Public Law
104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–140; D.C. Code 31–
2853.43(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b) PAYMENTS TO NEW SCHOOLS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is es-

tablished in the general fund of the District of
Columbia a fund to be known as the ‘New Char-
ter School Fund’.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF FUND.—The New Charter
School Fund shall consist of—

‘‘(A) unexpended and unobligated amounts
appropriated from local funds for public charter
schools for fiscal year 1997 and subsequent fiscal
years that reverted to the general fund of the
District of Columbia;

‘‘(B) amounts credited to the fund in accord-
ance with this subsection upon the receipt by a
public charter school described in paragraph (5)
of its first initial payment under subsection
(a)(2)(A) or its first final payment under sub-
section (a)(2)(B); and

‘‘(C) any interest earned on such amounts.
‘‘(3) EXPENDITURES FROM FUND.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than June 1,

1998, and not later than June 1 of each year
thereafter, the Chief Financial Officer of the
District of Columbia shall pay, from the New
Charter School Fund, to each public charter
school described in paragraph (5), an amount
equal to 25 percent of the amount yielded by
multiplying the uniform dollar amount used in
the formula established under section 2401(b) by
the total anticipated enrollment as set forth in
the petition to establish the public charter
school.

‘‘(B) PRO RATA REDUCTION.—If the amounts in
the New Charter School Fund for any year are
insufficient to pay the full amount that each
public charter school described in paragraph (5)
is eligible to receive under this subsection for
such year, the Chief Financial Officer of the
District of Columbia shall ratably reduce such
amounts for such year on the basis of the for-
mula described in section 2401(b).

‘‘(C) FORM OF PAYMENT.—Payments under
this subsection shall be made by electronic funds
transfer from the New Charter School Fund to a
bank designated by a public charter school.

‘‘(4) CREDITS TO FUND.—Upon the receipt by a
public charter school described in paragraph (5)
of—

‘‘(A) its first initial payment under subsection
(a)(2)(A), the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall credit the New Charter
School Fund with 75 percent of the amount paid
to the school under paragraph (3); and

‘‘(B) its first final payment under subsection
(a)(2)(B), the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall credit the New Charter
School Fund with 25 percent of the amount paid
to the school under paragraph (3).

‘‘(5) SCHOOLS DESCRIBED.—A public charter
school described in this paragraph is a public
charter school that—

‘‘(A) did not enroll any students during any
portion of the fiscal year preceding the most re-
cent fiscal year for which funds are appro-
priated to carry out this subsection; and

‘‘(B) operated as a public charter school dur-
ing the most recent fiscal year for which funds
are appropriated to carry out this subsection.

‘‘(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Chief Financial Officer of the District of Colum-
bia such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this subsection for each fiscal year.’’.

(b) REDUCTION OF ANNUAL PAYMENT.—
(1) INITIAL PAYMENT.—Section 2403(a)(2)(A) of

the District of Columbia School Reform Act
(Public Law 104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–139; D.C.
Code 31–2853.43(a)(2)(A)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) INITIAL PAYMENT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii), not later than October 15, 1996, and
not later than October 15 of each year there-
after, the Mayor shall transfer, by electronic
funds transfer, an amount equal to 75 percent of
the amount of the annual payment for each
public charter school determined by using the
formula established pursuant to section 2401(b)
to a bank designated by such school.

‘‘(ii) REDUCTION IN CASE OF NEW SCHOOL.—In
the case of a public charter school that has re-
ceived a payment under subsection (b) in the fis-
cal year immediately preceding the fiscal year in
which a transfer under clause (i) is made, the
amount transferred to the school under clause
(i) shall be reduced by an amount equal to 75
percent of the amount of the payment under
subsection (b).’’.

(2) FINAL PAYMENT.—Section 2403(a)(2)(B) of
the District of Columbia School Reform Act
(Public Law 104–134; 110 Stat. 1321–139; D.C.
Code 31–2853.43(a)(2)(B)) is amended—

(A) in clause (i)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘IN GENERAL.—’’ before ‘‘Ex-

cept’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘clause (ii),’’ and inserting

‘‘clauses (ii) and (iii),’’;
(B) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘ADJUSTMENT

FOR ENROLLMENT.—’’ before ‘‘Not later than
March 15, 1997,’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) REDUCTION IN CASE OF NEW SCHOOL.—In

the case of a public charter school that has re-
ceived a payment under subsection (b) in the fis-
cal year immediately preceding the fiscal year in
which a transfer under clause (i) is made, the
amount transferred to the school under clause
(i) shall be reduced by an amount equal to 25
percent of the amount of the payment under
subsection (b).’’.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act, 1998’’.
Ω13æOn page 99, line 22, strike all through
line 23
Ω14æOn page 100, line 1, strike all through
page 708, line 7

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate concur

in the House amendments to the Sen-
ate amendments, and, further, that the
Senate recede from its amendment to
the title.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this is the
first of the three remaining appropria-
tions items that the Senate must com-
plete prior to adjournment.

I thank all Members on both sides of
the aisle for their cooperation as we
cleared this first appropriations bill.

I yield the floor.
I observe the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
ACT AMENDMENT

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of H.R.
2977, which was received from the
House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 2977) to amend the Federal Ad-

visory Committee Act to clarify public dis-
closure requirements that are applicable to
the National Academy of Sciences and the
National Academy of Public Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2977, the Federal
Advisory Committee Act Amendments
of 1997.

H.R. 2977 properly excludes the Na-
tional Academy of Science [NAS] and
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration [NAPA] from the Federal
Advisory Committee Act [FACA], while
at the same time ensuring that certain
public sunshine and accountability
measures apply to NAS and NAPA
committees. Since the legislation did
not have the benefit of a committee re-
port in either the House of Senate, as
ranking member of the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, the committee
of jurisdiction over FACA, I would like
to make the following clarifications re-
garding the bill’s provisions.

Section 15 of the bill establishes pro-
cedures with which NAS and NAPA
must comply as part of agreements
with Federal agencies on work to be
performed. I want to be clear that both
NAS and NAPA should apply these pro-
cedures to standing committees in
their future work for Federal agencies
in addition to future committees that
may be created, either temporarily or
on a standing basis, to complete a spe-
cific project or projects under an agree-
ment with an agency. In particular, it
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should be noted that any replacement
or new member added to a standing
committee should be done so in accord-
ance with the provisions of section
15(b)(1).

Even though the requirements of sec-
tion 15(b) of the bill are effective on
the date of enactment, NAS has indi-
cated in a letter that they would make
reasonable and practicable efforts, to
the fullest extent, to apply those re-
quirements to committees that began
work as part of an agency agreement
prior to the date of enactment. I ask
unanimous consent that the NAS letter
be made part of the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

Section 15(b) provides that public no-
tice be given for a number of commit-
tee activities. Traditionally, under
FACA, public notice constitutes notice
in the Federal Register. However,
FACA was written over 20 years ago
prior to advent of the information
technology revolution. Therefore, I be-
lieve that public notice under this bill
could include the use of the Internet,
including notice and information time-
ly posted on their home pages, by the
NAS and NAPA as a means to satisfy
the bill’s public notice procedures.

Regarding the NAS, I understand
that they will establish a reading
room, free and open to the general pub-
lic, to make available information re-
quired to be made public under section
15(b). I concur with this approach. Fur-
thermore, the legislation provides that
a reasonable charge may be imposed by
the NAS for distribution of written ma-
terials. I believe that this charge
should be as minimal as possible and
should not exceed the costs of copying,
paper, printing, and mailing—if needed.
My preference would be that future
agreements between the Federal agen-
cies and NAS include sufficient funds
for copying and distribution of relevant
materials so that there would be no
charge to the public, particularly if the
request for written materials is a nar-
row or limited one. I would also en-
courage both academies to use the
Internet here as well.

I also want to clarify that the provi-
sions of this bill do not apply to NAS
or NAPA committees that are self-
funded or funded through a non-Fed-
eral source. However, if Federal funds
are added to such a committee pursu-
ant to an agreement with an agency
and the respective academy, then the
committee must comply with the pro-
visions of this bill.

Finally, Federal agencies should take
note that we have vested discretion to
the NAS and NAPA regarding imple-
mentation of the requirements of sec-
tion 15(b). Agencies should not seek to
manage or control the specific proce-
dures each academy will adopt in order
to comply with the requirements of the
bill. A certification from the academies
at the time the final report is to be
submitted shall suffice. Agencies
should not interpret section 15(b)(1) as
implying that the conflict of interest
provisions under the Ethics in Govern-

ment Act are the de facto standard to
be employed. That act requires exten-
sive financial disclosure and other re-
quirements that are not appropriate in
this instance.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of a letter from the National
Academy of Sciences be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES,
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

Washington, DC, November 9, 1997.
Hon. JOHN GLENN,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Gov-

ernmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GLENN: I am writing on be-
half of the National Academy of Sciences to
explain how the Academy intends to apply
the requirements of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act of 1997 to Academy commit-
tees that are currently working on contracts
or agreements with federal agencies.

Under the Act, the Academy is not re-
quired to apply the procedures of section 15
to committees that are currently underway.
This makes sense, because the appointment
provisions of section 15 could not be applied
retroactively to committees whose members
have already been appointed. There are, how-
ever, some provisions of section 15 that de-
pending upon the stage of a committee’s
work could be reasonably applied to ongoing
committees. For example, if a committee
has not yet concluded its data gathering
process, the requirement that data gathering
meetings be open to the public could be fol-
lowed by the committee.

On behalf of the Academy, you have my as-
surance that the Academy will apply the
procedures set forth in section 15 to commit-
tees that are currently underway to the full-
est extent that is reasonable and practicable.

Sincerely,
BRUCE ALBERTS,

President, National Academy of Sciences.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the bill be consid-
ered read a third time and passed, the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table and any statements related to
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 2977) was passed.
f

OCEAN AND COASTAL RESEARCH
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1997

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 287, S. 927.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 927) to reauthorize the Sea Grant

Program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1636

(Purpose: To reauthorize the Sea Grant
Program)

Mr. LOTT. Senator SNOWE has an
amendment at the desk, and I ask for
its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT],

for Ms. SNOWE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1636.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I am of-
fering a manager’s amendment with
Senator HOLLINGS and Senator CHAFEE
to S. 1213, the Oceans Act of 1997. The
year 1998 has been declared the Inter-
national Year of the Ocean by the
United Nations, and around the world
scientists, governments, nongovern-
mental organizations, and private citi-
zens are preparing activities that rec-
ognize the importance of the oceans to
all of humanity as well as the planet.
Passage of the Oceans Act today would
serve as a very fitting contribution to
the Year of the Ocean, signifying that
the United States is at the forefront of
ocean policy, and that we as a nation
are continuing to strive for the con-
servation and sustainable use of our
ocean resources.

S. 1213, which I cosponsored with
Senators HOLLINGS, MCCAIN, KERRY,
STEVENS, and others is intended to ad-
dress current and future problems re-
lated to the oceans, coasts, and Great
Lakes, and to ensure that we have a
national oceans policy capable of meet-
ing these challenges.

The bill would create a commission
to analyze the full range of ocean pol-
icy issues facing the Nation, and the
way in which the Federal Government
is currently responding to them
through its agencies and programs.
After completing its analysis, the com-
mission would provide recommenda-
tions to the President and the Congress
on the development of a comprehen-
sive, cost-effective policy to address
these issues.

It also requires the President to cre-
ate an interagency council to help im-
prove coordination and cooperation,
and eliminate duplication of effort
among Federal agencies.

This legislation is based on a law en-
acted in 1966 which created a similar
commission known as the Stratton
Commission. That commission led to
the creation of NOAA in 1970, and it
helped to shape our public policies on
these issues in the succeeding years.
But the times have changed over the
past 30 years, and the problems that we
face in the marine environment have
changed as well.

The manager’s amendment which I
am proposing today embodies virtually
all of S. 1213 are reported by the Com-
merce Committee, but it also addresses
the concerns of some Senators about
the establishment of the interagency
National Oceans Council. Over the last
few days, I have worked closely with
Senators CHAFEE, HOLLINGS, and
MCCAIN on modifications to help en-
sure that the Council has an appro-
priate role within the administration.
It is intended to assist the commission
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with its work, providing information
from the appropriate Federal agencies
as necessary, and to help the President
implement the national ocean policy
that he is charged with developing
under the bill. The changes that we
have agreed to and that are contained
in the manager’s amendment clarify
the role of the Council, and establish a
sunset provision requiring the Council
to disband 1 year after the commission
issues its report. The amendment also
makes clear that the Council cannot
supersede any other existing adminis-
tration coordination mechanisms, or
interfere with ongoing Federal activi-
ties under existing law.

Mr. President, this is a very good bi-
partisan bill that is supported by the
leaders of both the Commerce and En-
vironment and Public Works Commit-
tees. It will give the United States very
important guidance on how to prepare
for the ocean-related challenges that
will face the Nation in the 21st cen-
tury. I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment and the bill as amend-
ed.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise
in support of S. 927, a bill to reauthor-
ize the National Sea Grant College Pro-
gram. First, I offer my thanks to Sen-
ator SNOWE, the primary sponsor of the
bill.

Sea Grant is a results-oriented pro-
gram that builds bridges among Gov-
ernment, academia, and industry, put-
ting information and technology from
research laboratories into the hands of
the people who can really use it. The
National Sea Grant Program serves as
a successful model for multidisci-
plinary research directed at scientific
advancement and economic develop-
ment. Sea Grant has improved the
competitiveness of the Nation’s coastal
and marine economy by increasing the
pool of skilled manpower, fostering sci-
entific achievement, facilitating tech-
nology transfer, and educating the pub-
lic on critical resource and environ-
mental issues.

Mr. President, the 1966 Stratton
Commission outlined a seminal vision
for the benefits this Nation could de-
rive from the oceans and coasts. The
Sea Grant Program has played a vital
part in realizing that vision. Today,
Sea Grant researchers are examining
important problems affecting our ma-
rine resources. This research is not just
being put on a shelf. It is being used to
improve aquaculture, market new tech-
nologies, develop pharmaceuticals,
educate our young people, manage fish-
eries, and much more. This legislation,
S. 927, will carry Sea Grant into its
next 30 years by strengthening the Sea
Grant Program, improving the proce-
dures by which it operates, clarifying
the respective roles of the Federal Gov-
ernment and the universities that par-
ticipate in the program, and reducing
administrative costs. I urge all of my
colleagues to join me in supporting
this important program and the pas-
sage of the bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of S. 927, the Ocean

and Coastal Research Revitalization
Act of 1997. Last year, Congress passed
the National Invasive Species Act. S.
927 will enable colleges and universities
across the country to address the goals
of the National Invasive Species Act
and will foster research on our marine
and coastal resources. My amendment
to include Lake Champlain as one of
the Great lakes will allow Vermont
colleges and universities to join the
Sea Grant College Program and in-
crease research on the many environ-
mental threats to Lake Champlain.

A recent study shows that the zebra
mussels have spread from 4 States in
1988 to 20 States this year. The zebra
mussel is a prime example of what can
happen when an exotic species is intro-
duced into an environment where it
has no natural predators. The zebra
mussel, having hitchhiked over from
Europe, is invading the far reaches of
Lake Champlain at an alarming rate.

We Vermonters have come to think
of it as great for many reasons though:
Lake Champlain is vital both environ-
mentally and economically to Ver-
mont. Lake Champlain supports a wa-
tershed of over 8,200 square miles and
an economy of over $9 billion in the re-
gion. In addition, the importance of
Lake Champlain spreads throughout
the Northeast, since residents of New
England and the mid-Atlantic States
cherish the lake and its resources for
its recreational, ecological, and scenic
values. Although Vermonters have al-
ways considered Lake Champlain the
sixth Great Lake, this legislation will
now officially recognize Lake Cham-
plain as the sixth Great Lake under the
Sea Grant Program.

This designation will allow colleges
and universities in the Lake Champlain
basin to become a Sea Grant college,
enabling them to conduct vital re-
search on the many invasive species
threatening Lake Champlain, including
zebra mussels, sea lampreys, Eurasian
watermilfoil, and water chestnut. In-
clusion in the National Sea Grant Col-
lege Program would allow Vermont
schools to focus greater attention on
invasive species, but also would help
Vermont and New York implement a
number of the priorities identified in
the Lake Champlain Basin Plan signed
by our Governors this winter.

As the economic importance of the
lake and the population of the Cham-
plain Valley has grown, so have the en-
vironmental problems of Lake Cham-
plain. One of the main environmental
issues facing the lake is controlling
pollution that flows into the lake. In
particular, increases in the levels of
phosphorus have turned parts of Lake
Champlain green with algae. Runoff
from farms and urban streets and
treated water from sewage plants have
caused this increase.

Historically, scientific efforts on
Lake Champlain have lagged behind
other regions with coastal waters of
national significance. Although the
University of Vermont was one of the
original land grant colleges, it did not

receive Sea Grant college status during
the initial selections because the Sea
Grant Program has been focused on
areas with marine research needs.
Since that time, several new Sea Grant
designations were made to address crit-
ical issues facing the Great Lakes.

Lake Champlain plays an important
role in the Great Lakes system, con-
nected by hydrologic, geologic, and bi-
ological origins. The issues facing Lake
Champlain represent the emerging is-
sues facing the Great Lakes, such as
nutrient enrichment, toxic contamina-
tion, habitat destruction, and fisheries
issues. Allowing Vermont to partici-
pate in the Sea Grant Program would
provide an opportunity for the State’s
scientists to compete for badly needed
Federal dollars to support lake re-
search.

The University of Vermont and other
Vermont colleges are ideally situated
to attain Sea Grant college status to
work on Lake Champlain research.
These researchers have been partici-
pating in lake research projects over
the past several years, pulling together
limited funding from numerous
sources. Designation as a Sea Grant
college will remedy this situation. Ver-
mont will be able to improve the long-
term water quality and biological mon-
itoring on Lake Champlain. This mon-
itoring is critical to determine the suc-
cess of management actions outlined in
the Lake Champlain Basin Plan. The
Sea Grant Program would enable Ver-
mont to track toxic substances in the
water, sediment, air and biota and
invasive species.

I want to thank my colleague from
Maine, Senator SNOWE, and her staff
for their assistance in increasing atten-
tion to the environmental issues in
Lake Champlain.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, this
legislation reflects an effort to reach a
compromise within the international
ocean shipping industry. It reflects a
middle ground among the somewhat
dissimilar interests of the ocean car-
riers and shippers and shipping
intermediaries, as well as the interests
of U.S. ports and post-related labor in-
terests such as longshoremen and
truckers. I have worked with Senators
HUTCHISON, LOTT, and GORTON to craft
a compromise allowing us to move for-
ward with legislation. I had hoped to be
able to move forward with floor consid-
eration before we adjourn, but it ap-
pears now that we ran out of time on
this bill. I look forward to taking this
bill up early in the next session of Con-
gress. It has been very difficult to bal-
ance the competing considerations af-
fected by this bill. In fact, I would
liken it to squeezing Jell-O, you push
in one direction and objections would
ooze out in the other direction. How-
ever, I feel certain that we are close to
achieving a workable agreement that
all parties can support.

It is safe to say that our ocean ship-
ping industry affects all of us in the
United States since 96 percent of our
international trade is carried by ships,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12518 November 13, 1997
but very few of us fully understand the
ocean shipping industry. International
ocean shipping is a half-a-trillion-dol-
lar annual industry that is inextricably
linked to our fortunes in international
trade. It is a unique industry, in that
international maritime trade is regu-
lated by more than just the policies of
the United States. In fact, it is regu-
lated by every nation capable of ac-
cepting vessels that are navigated on
the seven seas. It is a complex industry
to understand because of the multi-
national nature of trade, and its regu-
lation is different from any of our do-
mestic transportation industries such
as trucking, rail, or aviation.

The ocean shipping industry provides
the most open and pure form of trade
in international transportation. For in-
stance, trucks and railroads are only
allowed to operate on a domestic basis,
and foreign trucks and railroads are re-
quired to stop at border locations, with
cargo for points further inland trans-
ported by U.S. firms. International
aviation is subject to restrictions im-
posed and a result of bilateral trade
agreements, that is, foreign airlines
can only come into the United States if
bilateral trade agreements provide ac-
cess into the United States. However,
international maritime trade is not re-
stricted at all, and treaties of friend-
ship, commerce, and navigation guar-
antee the right of vessels from any-
where in the world to deliver cargo to
any point in the United States that is
capable of accommodating the naviga-
tion of foreign vessels.

The Federal Maritime Commission
[FMC] is charged with regulating the
international ocean shipping liner in-
dustry. The ocean shipping liner indus-
try consists of those vessels that pro-
vide regularly scheduled services to
U.S. ports from points abroad. In large
part, the trade consists of container-
ized cargo that is capable of inter-
national movement. The FMC does not
regulate the practices of ocean ship-
ping vessels that are not on regularly
scheduled services, such as vessels
chartered to carry oil, chemicals, bulk
grain, or coal carriers. One might ask
why regulate the ocean liner industry,
and not the bulk shipping industry?
The answer is that the ocean liner in-
dustry enjoys a worldwide exemption
from the application of U.S. antitrust
laws and foreign competition policies.
Also, the ocean liner industry is re-
quired to provide a system of common
carriage, that is, our law requires car-
riers to provide service to any importer
or exporter on a fair, and nondiscrim-
inatory basis.

The international ocean shipping
liner industry is not a healthy indus-
try. In general, it is riddled with trade-
distorting practices, chronic over-
capacity, and fiercely competitive car-
riers. In fact, rates have plunged in the
transpacific trade to the degree that
importers and exporters are expressing
concerns about the overall health of
the shipping industry. The primary
cause of liner shipping overcapacity is

the presence of policies designed to
promote national-flag carriers and also
to ensure strong shipbuilding capacity
in the interest of national security.
These policies which are not nec-
essarily economically effective include
subsidies to purchase ships and to oper-
ate ships, tax advantages to lower
costs, cargo reservation schemes, and
national control of shipyards and ship-
ping companies. A prime example of
policies that promote and subsidize a
national-flag carrier is one of the larg-
est shipping companies in the world,
the China Overseas Shipping Company
[COSCO]. It is operated by the Govern-
ment of China, much in the way the
United States Government controls the
Navy and is not constrained by consid-
erations that plague private sector
companies.

Historically, ocean shipping liner
companies attempted to combat rate
wars resulting from overcapacity by es-
tablishing shipping conferences to co-
ordinate the practices and pricing poli-
cies of liner shipping companies. The
first shipping conference was estab-
lished in 1875, but it was not until 1916
that the U.S. Government reviewed the
conference system. The Alexander
Committee—named after the then-
chairman of the House Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries—rec-
ommended continuing the conference
system in order to avoid ruinous rate
wars and trade instability, but also de-
termined that conference practices
should be regulated to ensure that
their practices did not adversely im-
pact shippers. All other maritime na-
tions allow shipping conferences to
exist without the constraints of anti-
trust or competition laws, and pres-
ently no nation is considering changes
to their shipping regulatory policies.

In the past, U.S. efforts to apply
antitrust principles to the ocean ship-
ping liner industry were met with
great difficulty. Understandably, for-
eign governments objected to applying
U.S. antitrust laws instead of their own
laws on competition policy to their
shipping companies. Many nations
have enacted blocking statutes to ex-
pressly prevent the application of U.S.
antitrust laws to the practices of their
shipping companies. As a result of
these blocking statutes, U.S. antitrust
laws would only be able to reach U.S.
companies and would destroy their
ability to compete with foreign compa-
nies. With the difficulties in applying
our antitrust laws, U.S. ocean shipping
policy has endeavored to regulate
ocean shipping practices to ensure that
the grant of antitrust immunity is not
abused and that our regulatory struc-
ture does not contradict the regulatory
practices of foreign nations.

The current regulatory statute that
governs the practices of the ocean liner
shipping industry is the Shipping Act
of 1984. The Shipping Act of 1984 was
enacted in response to changing trends
in the ocean shipping industry. The ad-
vent of intermodalism and
containerization of cargo drastically

changed the face of ocean shipping, and
nearly all liner operations are now con-
tainerized. Prior to the Shipping Act of
1984, uncertainty existed as to whether
intermodal agreements were within the
scope of antitrust immunity granted to
carriers. In addition, carrier agree-
ments were subject to lengthy regu-
latory scrutiny under a public interest-
type of standard. Dissatisfaction with
the regulatory structure led to hear-
ings and legislative review in the late
1970’s and early 1980’s. In the wake of
passage of legislation deregulating the
trucking and railroad industry, deregu-
lation of the ocean shipping industry
was accomplished with the enactment
of the Shipping Act of 1984.

The Shipping Act of 1984 continues
antitrust immunity for agreements un-
less the FMC seeks an injunction
against any agreement it finds ‘‘is like-
ly, by a reduction of competition, to
produce an unreasonable reduction in
transportation service or an unreason-
able increase in transportation cost.’’
The act also clarifies that agreements
can be filed covering intermodal move-
ments, thus allowing ocean carriers to
more fully coordinate ocean shipping
services with shore-side services and
surface transportation.

The Shipping Act of 1984 attempts to
harmonize the twin objectives of facili-
tating an efficient ocean transpor-
tation system while controlling the po-
tential abuses and disadvantages inher-
ent in the conference system. The Act
maintains the requirement that all
carriers publish tariffs and provide
rates and services to all shippers with-
out unjust discrimination, thus con-
tinuing the obligations of common car-
riage. In order to provide shippers with
a means of limiting conference power,
the Shipping Act of 1984 made three
major changes: First, it allowed ship-
pers to utilize service contracts, but re-
quired the essential terms of the con-
tract to be filed and allowed similarly
situated shippers the right to enter
similar contracts; second, it allowed
shippers the right to set up shippers as-
sociations, in order to allow collective
cargo interests to negotiate service
contracts; and third, it mandated that
all conference carriers had the right to
act independently of the conference in
pricing or service options upon 10 days’
notice to the conference.

Amendments to the Merchant Marine
Act, 1920, and the passage of the For-
eign Shipping Practices Act of 1988,
strengthened the FMC’s oversight of
foreign shipping practices and the prac-
tices of foreign governments that ad-
versely impact conditions facing U.S.
carriers and shippers in foreign trade.
The FMC effectively utilized its trade
authorities to challenge restrictive
port practices in Japan, and after a
tense showdown convinced the Japa-
nese to alter their practices that re-
strict the opportunity of carriers to op-
erate their own marine terminals. The
changes that will be required to be im-
plemented under this agreement will
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save consumers of imports and export-
ers trading to Japan, millions of dol-
lars, and the FMC deserves praise for
hanging tough in what was undeniably
a tense situation.

While we were not able to address all
concerns about our new ocean shipping
deregulation proposal I would like to
elaborate on the progress that has been
made toward ultimate Senate passage
of legislation. I would also like to
thank Senators HUTCHISON, LOTT and
GORTON for their efforts on this bill.
Additionally, the following staffers
spent many hours meeting with the af-
fected members of the shipping public
and listening to their concerns about
our proposal and I would like to per-
sonally thank Jim Sartucci and Carl
Bentzel of the Commerce Committee
staff, Carl Biersack of Senator LOTT’s
staff, Jeanne Bumpus of Senator GOR-
TON’s staff, Amy Henderson of Senator
HUTCHISON’s staff as well as my own
staffers, Mark Ashby and Paul DeVeau.

S. 414, the Ocean Shipping Reform
Act, and the proposed amendment to
the committee reported bill, attempt
to balance the competing interests of
those affected by international ocean
shipping practices. One of the major
obstacles to change in this area was
the need to provide additional service
contract flexibility and confidential-
ity, while balancing the need to con-
tinue oversight of contract practices to
ensure against anti-competitive prac-
tices immunized from our antitrust
laws. I think the contracting proposal
embodied in S. 414 adequately balances
these competing considerations. The
bill transfers the requirements of pro-
viding service and price information to
the private sector, and will allow the
private sector to perform functions
that had heretofore been provided by
the Government. The bill broadens the
authority of the FMC to provide statu-
tory exemptions, and reforms the li-
censing and bonding requirements for
ocean shipping intermediaries.

Importantly, the bill does not change
the structure of the Federal Maritime
Commission. The FMC is a small agen-
cy with a annual budget of about $14
million. When you subtract penalties
and fines collected over the past 7
years, the annual cost of agency oper-
ations is less than $7 million. All told,
the agency is a bargain to the U.S. tax-
payer as it oversees the shipping prac-
tices of over $500 billion in maritime
trade. The U.S. public accrues an added
benefit when the FMC is able to break
down trade barriers that cost import-
ers and exporters millions in additional
costs, as recently occurred when the
FMC challenged restrictive Japanese
port practices.

The FMC is an independent regu-
latory agency that is not accountable
to the direction of the administration.
Independence allows the FMC to main-
tain a more aggressive and objective
posture when it comes to the consider-
ation of eliminating foreign trade bar-
riers.

S. 414 also provides some additional
protection to longshoremen who work

at U.S. ports. The concerns expressed
by U.S. ports and port-related labor in-
terests revolved around reductions in
the transparency afforded to shipping
contracts, and the potential abuse that
could occur as a result of carrier anti-
trust immune contract actions. In
order to address the concerns of long-
shoremen who have contracts for
longshore and stevedoring services, S.
414 sets up a mechanism to allow the
longshoremen to request information
relevant to the enforcement of collec-
tive bargaining agreements.

It is my feeling that we have before
us a package of needed shipping re-
forms that will allow us to move ahead,
and I look forward to passing this bill
in the next session of Congress.

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be agreed to, the
bill be considered read a third time and
passed, as amended, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table and
that any statements related to the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 1636) was agreed
to.

The bill (S. 927), as amended, was
passed.
f

DOCUMENTATION OF THE VESSEL
‘‘PRINCE NOVA’’

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Commerce
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of S. 1349 and that the
Senate then proceed to its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1349) to authorize the Secretary

of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel Prince Nova, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be read three times,
passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table, and that any state-
ments related thereto be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (S. 1349) was passed, as fol-
lows:

S. 1349
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DOCUMENTATION OF THE VESSEL

PRINCE NOVA.
(a) DOCUMENTATION AUTHORIZED.—Notwith-

standing section 27 of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 883), section 8 of the
Act of June 19, 1886 (24 Stat. 81, chapter 421;
46 U.S.C. App. 289), and section 12106 of title
46, United States Code, the Secretary of

Transportation may issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel PRINCE NOVA (Canadian reg-
istration number 320804).

(b) EXPIRATION OF CERTIFICATE.—A certifi-
cate of documentation issued for the vessel
under subsection (a) shall expire unless—

(1) the vessel undergoes conversion, recon-
struction, repair, rebuilding, or retrofitting
in a shipyard located in the United States;

(2) the cost of that conversion, reconstruc-
tion, repair, rebuilding, or retrofitting is not
less than the greater of—

(A) 3 times the purchase value of the vessel
before the conversion, reconstruction, repair,
rebuilding, or retrofitting; or

(B) $4,200,000; and
(3) not less than an average of $1,000,000 is

spent annually in a shipyard located in the
United States for conversion, reconstruction,
repair, rebuilding, or retrofitting of the ves-
sel until the total amount of the cost re-
quired under paragraph (2) is spent.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 11 a.m., with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.
f

NATIONAL VETERANS CEMETERY
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise

to express my profound disappointment
in the action the President took on No-
vember 1 of this year when he used his
veto pen to line-item veto $900,000 from
the VA-HUD appropriations bill. This
money was set aside for the final plan-
ning and design of a new national vet-
erans cemetery to be built at Fort Sill
in Lawton, OK. While I am dis-
appointed, I know my disappointment
pales in comparison to the shock and
frustration that the veterans of Okla-
homa and their families have expressed
to me and my staff regarding the Presi-
dent’s action.

The shock and frustration expressed
by veterans living in Oklahoma who
have selflessly served our country and
their families comes because the Presi-
dent’s veto will further delay a na-
tional cemetery that has been in one
stage of planning or another since 1987
when the Department of Veteran Af-
fairs stated its intention to build a new
national cemetery in Oklahoma.

I hope my colleagues will bear with
me as I review what the veterans of
Oklahoma and their families have gone
through over the past 10 years.

Efforts to establish a national veter-
ans cemetery in central Oklahoma date
back to 1987. That year the Department
of Veterans Affairs, in a report to Con-
gress, identified central Oklahoma as
an area in need of a national veterans
cemetery because of Oklahoma’s large
veterans population and an official ac-
knowledgment that the Fort Gibson
cemetery in eastern Oklahoma would
soon be full. The Oklahoma congres-
sional delegation did not make this de-
termination, Oklahoma’s large veteran
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population did not make this deter-
mination the VA made this determina-
tion.

The VA then embarked on a 4-year
selection process and narrowed the po-
tential cemetery sites to three: Fort
Reno, Edmond, and Guthrie. The Con-
gress, in accordance with the 1987 re-
port, appropriated $250,000 in fiscal
year 1991 for the purpose of conducting
an environmental impact statement on
these three sites to determine which
site best met the needs of our veterans
and was suitable for construction of a
cemetery.

In late 1993, the VA officially an-
nounced Fort Reno as its preferred
site, and Congress, in 1994, appro-
priated another $250,000 for the initial
planning and design stages of the ceme-
tery. Unfortunately, in that same year
a land dispute arose over the Fort Reno
site. After a year of trying to work out
an agreement on the property at Fort
Reno no resolution could be found.

On January 23, 1995, the VA issued a
press release announcing that it was no
longer committed to the Fort Reno site
because the land dispute could not be
resolved. In that same press release
Jesse Brown, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, made the following statement:

I am reiterating VA’s commitment to pro-
vide a new national cemetery for the veter-
ans of this region. We will look for other po-
tential sites and expedite the selection deci-
sion.

Thankfully, another piece of prop-
erty was soon found at Fort Sill that
could be used for a cemetery, and true
to Secretary Brown’s statement the
process was expedited.

The VA, using money left over from
the initial environmental impact state-
ment, conducted another study of the
piece of property identified as a poten-
tial cemetery site at Fort Sill. The sec-
ond environmental impact statement
was completed on the property at Fort
Sill and it was deemed suitable for a
cemetery.

Again, acting on the VA’s commit-
ment of 1987 to build a national veter-
ans cemetery which was reiterated in
January 1995, by Secretary Brown, the
Congress adopted an amendment that I
offered to the fiscal year 1997 Defense
authorization bill that called for the
transfer of that property at Fort Sill
for the establishment of a new national
veterans cemetery.

I recently spoke to the Army and was
informed that this land transfer is pro-
gressing very well and ought to be
complete by mid-January of 1998—
that’s about two months away.

This year I worked with my good
friend, Senator BOND, chairman of the
VA–HUD appropriations subcommittee,
to include $900,000 for the final plan-
ning and design of the cemetery. It was
included in the bill that was passed by
the Senate and included in the con-
ference report.

As I stated earlier, about a week ago,
the President used his veto pen to line-
item veto this project. This project was
the only VA project that was line-tem
vetoed this year.

Besides being disappointed at the
President’s action, I don’t understand
it. The cemetery project is completely
within the budget agreement that was
hammered out this year. The cemetery
project was identified by the VA as a
project it wanted.

I do want to let the administration
and the veterans of Oklahoma know
that I am committed to this project
and I intend to work with the adminis-
tration and the VA to see that the vet-
erans of Oklahoma get a new national
veterans cemetery in a timely fashion.
Ten years has already been a long time
to wait. The veterans of Oklahoma and
their families have endured much as
they served our country, I intend to see
to it that the establishment of a new
national veterans cemetery does not
become yet another test of that endur-
ance.

Mr. President, I believe the President
made a mistake. He made a mistake in
several items that were vetoed in the
MilCon bill and he made a mistake in
this case. The VA had made a commit-
ment to build this cemetery. The veter-
ans who served our country so well are
entitled to be buried in a national vet-
erans’ cemetery. The Veterans’ Depart-
ment said maybe the new cemetery in
Oklahoma should be a State cemetery.
However, the veterans of Oklahoma
have stated they want to be buried in a
national veterans’ cemetery, and I am
committed to that. I know the veter-
ans of Oklahoma are committed to
that. We have had a commitment from
this administration and this adminis-
tration should not renege on it. They
should not go back on their word to the
veterans of Oklahoma, as evidenced by
the President’s veto. I think it was a
mistake.

It just so happens the President does
not have a Secretary of Veterans’ Af-
fairs. I will be meeting with the Acting
Secretary and the President’s nominee
to be Secretary and hopefully we will
come to an understanding very quickly
that this is a commitment that will be
completed. We need to uphold the com-
mitment we made to the veterans of
Oklahoma that we will have a national
cemetery built.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2159

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the majority
leader, after consultation with the
Democratic leader, may proceed to the
consideration of the conference report
to accompany H.R. 2159, the foreign op-
erations bill. I further ask consent
there be 30 minutes of debate equally
divided in the usual form, and imme-
diately following that debate or yield-
ing back of time the conference report
be considered as adopted and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 12 noon under
the same terms as previously agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.

f

FAST TRACK

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, because
the proposal for fast-track trade au-
thority was not adopted, there have
been a good many columns and com-
mentators evaluating why fast track
failed. I wanted to comment about that
just a bit today. It is interesting. Even
though the political pathologists for
this legislation—the journalists, and
the beltway insiders—have picked the
fast track carcass clean, they still
missed the cause of death.

The eulogies I read have no relation-
ship to the deceased. Fast track didn’t
die because of unions and union opposi-
tion to fast track. Fast track didn’t die
because the President didn’t have the
strength to get it through the Con-
gress. Fast track didn’t die because our
country doesn’t want to engage in
international trade. Fast track died be-
cause this country is deeply divided on
trade issues. There is not a consensus
in this country at this point on the
issue of international trade. Instead of
a national dialogue on trade we have at
least a half dozen or more monologues
on trade.

What people miss when they evaluate
what happened to fast track is the deep
concern that this country has not done
well in international trade, especially
in our trade agreements. This did not
matter very much during the first 25
years after the Second World War. We
could make virtually any agreement
with anybody and provide significant
concessions under the guise of foreign
policy and we could still win the trade
competition with one hand tied behind
our backs. We could do that because we
were bigger, better, stronger, better
prepared, and better able. Thus, trade
policy was largely foreign policy.

During the first 25 years after the
Second World War, our incomes contin-
ued to rise in this country despite the
fact that our trade policy was largely
foreign policy. However, the second 25
years have told a different story, and
we now face tougher and shrewder com-
petition from countries that are very
able to compete with us. And our trade
policy must be more realistic and must
be a trade policy that recognizes more
the needs of this country.

Will Rogers said something, probably
70 years ago, that speaks to our trade
policy concerns. I gave an approximate
quote of that here on the floor the
other day. He describes the concern
people have about trade, yes, even
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today. Let me tell you what he said.
Speaking of the United States, he said,

We have never lost a war and we have
never won a conference. I believe that we
could, without any degree of egotism, single-
handedly lick any nation in the world. But
we can’t even confer with Costa Rica and
come home with our shirts on.

A lot of people still feel this way
about our country. We could lick any
nation in the world but we can’t confer
with Costa Rica and come home with
our shirts on. ‘‘We have never lost a
war and never won a conference,’’ Will
Rogers said.

What are the various interests here
that cause all of this angst and anxi-
ety? There is the interest of the cor-
porations, particularly the very large
corporations. They have an interest of
profit. Their interest is to go some-
where else in the world and produce a
product as cheaply as they can produce
it and send it back to sell in America.
That provides a profit. That is in their
interest. It is a legitimate interest on
behalf of their stockholders, but it is
their interest. Is it parallel to the na-
tional interest?

Economists: their interest is seeing
this in theory in terms of the doctrine
of comparative advantage. Now this
was first preached at a time when there
weren’t corporations, only nations.
This is the notion that each nation
should do what it is best prepared and
equipped to do and then trade with oth-
ers for that which it is least able to do.

Consumers: consumers have an inter-
est, in some cases, of trying to buy the
cheapest or least expensive product
available.

Workers: workers want to keep their
jobs and want to have good jobs and
want to have a future and an oppor-
tunity for a job that pays well, with de-
cent benefits.

Then there are the big thinkers.
Those are the people who think they
know more than all the rest of us.
They understand that trade policy is
simply called trade policy. Actually,
they still want it to be foreign policy.
Incidentally, some of those big think-
ers were around last week. When the
real debate about fast track got going,
who rushed to Capitol Hill? The Sec-
retary of State, and U.S. Ambassador
to the United Nations, came here be-
cause we still have some of those big
thinkers who believe trade policy must
inevitably be foreign policy in our
country.

Oliver Wendell Holmes once said,
‘‘The question is not where you stand
but in what direction are you moving?’’
You must always move, you must not
drift or lie at anchor.

The question is, now that fast track
has failed, what direction are we mov-
ing? What is our interest in trade?
What can spark a national consensus
on trade issues? What are the new
goals?

First of all, I think most Americans
would understand that we want our
country to be a leader in trade. Our
country should lead in the area of ex-

panding world trade. Yet the real ques-
tion is, how do we lead and where do we
lead?

I think the starting point is this. We
have the largest trade deficits in this
country’s history. Most Americans vis-
cerally understand that. We have the
largest trade deficits in our country’s
history, and they are getting worse,
not better. We must do something
about it.

We have specific and vexing trade
problems that go unresolved. I have
mentioned many times on the floor of
the Senate the trade problem with Can-
ada, which is not the largest problem
we have. Yet, it is a huge problem for
the people that it affects. I am talking
about the flood of unfairly traded Ca-
nadian grain that is undercutting our
farmers’ interests.

I just got off the phone with a farmer
an hour ago. He was calling from North
Dakota. He said the price of grain is
down, way down. He’s trying to com-
pete with terribly unfair imports com-
ing in through his back door from a
state trading enterprise which would
be illegal in this country and are sold
at secret prices.

Trade problems which go unresolved
fester and infect, and that is what
causes many in this country to have a
sour feeling about this country’s trade
policy. Because of a range of these
problems, this country does not have a
consensus on trade policy, at least not
a consensus that Congress should pass
fast track.

Last weekend and early this week
when fast track failed to get the need-
ed votes to pass the Congress, there
were people who almost had apoplectic
seizures here in Washington, DC. They
were falling over themselves, saying,
‘‘Woe is America. What on Earth is
going happen?’’

Then we had countries in South
America get into the act. I read in the
paper that one of the countries in
South America said, ‘‘You know, if the
United States can’t have fast-track
trade authority then we are going to
have to negotiate with somebody else.’’

Oh, really? Who are you going to ne-
gotiate with? Have you found a sub-
stitute for the American marketplace
anywhere on the globe? Is there any-
where on Earth that a substitute for
the American marketplace exists?
Maybe you want to negotiate with Ni-
geria? How about Zambia? Zambia has
a lower gross national product than the
partners of Goldman Sachs have in-
come. So go negotiate with Zambia.

Would our trading partners do us a
favor, and not think the world is com-
ing apart because we have not passed
fast track? They need to understand
that we want expanded trade. In the
debate about trade we want to have
embedded some notion about respon-
sibilities. These are the responsibilities
that we have as a country to decide
that our trade policy must also reflect
our values. These values are about the
environment, about safe workplaces,
about children working, about food
safety and, yes, about human rights.

Does that mean we want to impose
our values, imprint them, stamp them
in every circumstance around the globe
for a condition of trade? No. It does
mean there is a bar at some point that
we establish that says this minimum
represents the set of values that we
care about with respect to our trade re-
lations.

Do we care if another country allows
firms to hire 12-year-old kids, work
them 12 hours a day and pay them 12
cents an hour and then ships these
products to Pittsburgh, Los Angeles
and Fargo? Yes, the consumer gets a
cheaper product, but do we want 12-
year-old kids working somewhere to
produce it? Do we care that they com-
pete with a company in this country
that is unable to hire kids because this
country is unwilling to let companies
hire kids? We also say to these compa-
nies that they cannot dump chemicals
into the air and into the water. We re-
quire a safe workplace. We require that
a living wage be paid. At least we have
minimum wage conditions.

We need to answer those questions.
What really is fair trade? In whose in-
terests do we fight for the set of values
that we want for our future in our
trade policies?

As we seek a new consensus on trade
in this country, I hope that consensus
will include the following goals:

First, it would be in this country’s
interest to end its chronic trade defi-
cits. For 21 years in a row we have had
chronic, nagging, growing trade defi-
cits. I hope that as a goal we will de-
cide that it is in this country’s interest
to end these trade deficits. Hopefully
we would do it by increasing net ex-
ports from this country.

Second, we want more and better
jobs in this country. That means our
trade agreements ought to be designed
to foster and improve job conditions in
this country and living standards. As a
part of that we need to require that our
values are reflected in our trade poli-
cies, including our concerns about oth-
ers who do not respect the rights of
children and the environment.

Third, we need mandatory enforce-
ment of trade agreements. Let us fi-
nally enforce the trade agreements we
have made in the past. There are too
many agreements that our trading
partners are not abiding by. Let us not
consign American producers and Amer-
ican workers to some wilderness out
there facing vexing trade problems
that cannot and will not be solved.
Let’s decide as a country, if an agree-
ment is worth making, it is worth en-
forcing. Let us stand up to Canada,
Mexico, China, and Japan and others
and say, ‘‘If you are going to have
trade agreements with us, this country
insists on its behalf and on behalf of its
farmers, workers and employers that
we are going to enforce trade agree-
ments.’’

Fourth, let us end the currency trap
doors in trade agreements. When we
make a trade agreement with some
country and they devalue their cur-
rency, all the benefits of that trade
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agreement, and much, much more, are
swept away in an instant.

Fifth, all trade agreements should re-
late to the question of whether they
contribute to this country’s national
security.

These are the values that I think
make sense for this country to discuss
and consider as it tries to seek a new
consensus on trade policy.

Once again, those who do the autop-
sies on failed public policies, including
fast track during this last week, should
not miss the cause of death. The reason
fast track failed was because, as Presi-
dent Wilson once said, the murmur of
public policy in this country comes not
from this Chamber and not from the
seats of learning in this town, but it
comes from the factories and the farms
and from the hills and the valleys of
this country and from the homes of
people who care about what happens to
the economy of this country, and the
economy of their State and their com-
munity.

They are the ones who evaluate
whether public policy is in their inter-
est or in this country’s interest. They
are the ones, after all, who decide what
happens in this Chamber, because they
are the ones who sent us here and the
ones who asked us to provide the kind
of leadership toward a system of trade
and economic policy that will result in
a better country.

Finally, Mr. President, I hope that as
we discuss trade in the days ahead, it
will be in a thoughtful, and not
thoughtless, way. We do not need a dis-
cussion by those who say, ‘‘Well, fast
track is dead, the protectionists win.’’
That is not what the vote was about. It
is not what the issue was about, and it
is not the way I think we will confront
trade policies in the future.

I will conclude with one additional
point. There is an op-ed piece in the
New York Times today which I found
most interesting. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this op-ed piece printed in
the RECORD at the end of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is

an op-ed piece by Thomas Friedman. I
commend it to my colleagues. He talks
about the new American politics and
especially about fast-track trade au-
thority. He said we have a trade debate
among people divided into four cat-
egories:

The Integrationists: ‘‘These are peo-
ple who believe freer trade and integra-
tion are either inevitable or good, and
they want to promote more trade
agreements and Internet connections
from one end of the world to the other,
24 hours a day.’’

There are the Social Safety-Netters.
‘‘These are people who believe that we
need to package global integration
with programs that will assist the
‘know-nots’ and ‘have-nots.’ ’’

Then there are the Let-Them-Eat-
Cakers. ‘‘These are people who believe

that globalization is winner-take-all,
loser-take-care-of-yourself.

He provides an interesting statement
of where he thinks all of the current
key players in the debate find them-
selves.

Now everyone in the fast-track debate is in
my matrix: Bill Clinton is an Integrationist-
Social-Safety-Netter. Newt Gingrich is an
Integrationist-Let-Them-Eat-Caker. Dick
Gephardt is a Separatist-Social-Safety-Net-
ter and Ross Perot is a Separatist-Let-Them-
Eat-Caker.

If that piques your interest, I encour-
age you to look at this particular piece
by Thomas Friedman in which he de-
scribes his interesting matrix of trade
policy and the need to build a new con-
sensus.

Finally, I want to say that what this
country needs most at this point is to
understand there is not now a consen-
sus on trade policy. I say to the Presi-
dent and I say to the corporations and
labor unions and the people in this
country that it is time to develop a
new consensus. I am interested, for
one, in finding a way to bridge the gaps
among all of the competing interests in
trade to see if we might be able to
weave a quilt of public policy that rep-
resents this country’s best interest in
advancing our economy and our Amer-
ican values.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the New York Times, Nov. 13, 1997]

THE NEW AMERICAN POLITICS

(By Thomas L. Friedman)

Well, I guess it’s official now: America has
a four-party system.

That’s the most important lesson to come
out of Monday’s decision by Congressional
Democrats to reject President Clinton’s re-
quest for ‘‘fast track’’ authority to sign more
international free-trade agreements. I see a
silver lining in what Congress did, even
though it was harebrained. Maybe now at
least the American public, and the business
community, will fully understand what poli-
tics is increasingly about in this country,
and will focus on which of America’s four
parties they want to join.

Me, I’m an Integrationist-Social-Safety-
Netter. How about you?

To figure out which party you’re in let me
again offer the Friedman matrix of
globalization politics. Take a piece of paper
and draw a line across the middle from east
to west. This is the globalization line, where
you locate how you feel about the way in
which technology and open markets are com-
bining to integrate more and more of the
world. At the far right end of this line are
the Integrationists. These are people who be-
lieve that freer trade and integration are ei-
ther inevitable or good; they want to pro-
mote more trade agreements and Internet
connections from one end of the world to the
other, 24 hours a day.

Next go to the far left end of this line.
These are the Separatists. These are people
who believe free trade and technological in-
tegration are neither good nor inevitable;
they want to stop them in their tracks. So
first locate yourself somewhere on this line
between Separatists and Integrationists.

Now draw another line from north to south
through the middle of the globalization line.
This is the distribution line. It defines what
you believe should go along with
globalization to cushion its worst social, eco-

nomic and environmental impacts. At the
southern end of this line are the Social-Safe-
ty-Netters. These are people who believe
that we need to package global integration
with programs that will assist the ‘‘know-
nots’’ and ‘‘have-nots,’’ who lack the skills
to take advantage of the new economy or
who get caught up in the job-churning that
goes with globalization and are unemployed
or driven into poorer-paying jobs. The Safe-
ty-Netters also want programs to improve
labor and environmental standards in devel-
oping countries rushing headlong into the
global economy.

At the northern tip of this distribution
line are the Let-Them-Eat-Cakers. These are
people who believe that globalization is win-
ner-take-all, loser-take-care-of-yourself.

Now everyone in the fast-track debate is
my matrix: Bill Clinton is an Integrationist-
Social-Safety-Netter. Newt Gingrich is an
Integrationist-Let-Them-Eat-Caker. Dick
Gephardt is a Separatist-Social-Safety-Net-
ter and Ross Perot is a Separatist-Let-Them-
Eat-Caker. That’s why Mr. Clinton and Mr.
Gingrich are allies on free trade but oppo-
nents on social welfare, and why Mr. Gep-
hardt and Mr. Perot are allies against more
free trade, but opponents on social welfare.

As I said, I’m an Integrationist-Social-
Safety-Netter. I believe that the tech-
nologies weaving the world more tightly to-
gether cannot be stopped and the integration
of markets can only be reversed at a very,
very high cost. Bill Clinton is right about
that and Dick Gephardt and the unions are
wrong.

But Mr. Gephardt and the unions are right
that globalization is as creatively destruc-
tive as the earlier versions of capitalism,
which destroyed feudalism and Communism.
With all its positives, globalization does
churn new jobs and destroy old ones, it does
widen gaps between those with knowledge
skills and those without them, it does weak-
en bonds of community. And the Clinton
team, the business community and all the
workers already benefiting from the infor-
mation economy never took these dark sides
seriously enough.

One hopes they now realize that this is one
of the most fundamental issues—maybe the
most fundamental issue—in American poli-
tics. You can’t just give a speech about it
one month before they vote, you can’t just
have your company buy an ad supporting it
the day before you vote, you can’t just sum-
mon a constituency for it on the eve of the
vote. You have to build a real politics of In-
tegrationist-Social-Safety-Nettism—a poli-
tics that can show people the power and po-
tential of global integration, while taking
seriously their needs for safety nets to pro-
tect them along the way. Build it and they
will come.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
f

VETERANS DAY

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, earlier
this week, we celebrated a national
holiday, Veterans Day. We were not in
session on that day, November 11, so I
want to make a few comments about
that day and what it means to our
country.

Veterans Day comes from the Armi-
stice Day that ended World War I in
1918. The armistice was signed that day
at 11 o’clock in the morning with the
hope that that would be the war to end
all wars. As we look back on what has
happened since that time, we know
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that that is not what happened, how-
ever, that is the way World War I was
billed at that time.

Later, Armistice Day was changed to
Veterans Day to better represent all
the conflicts that this country has ever
participated in. I think it is good that
we have a day where we can reflect on,
and commemorate those who took part
in those wars.

However, sometimes on that day, we
are reminded that appreciation for the
military, and for their sacrifices, does
not get its proper attention. I am re-
minded of the old Kipling poem where
he talks about how the lack of appre-
ciation for our military occurs, or
seems to occur, in those time periods
when they are most needed.

Kipling was British, and in Britain,
GI’s were called tommies. In his fa-
mous poem Kipling wrote:

It’s Tommy this, an’ Tommy that,
an’ ‘‘Chuck him out, the brute!’’
But it’s ‘‘Savior of ’is country’’
when the guns begin to shoot.
We tend to forget about the sacrifices

our military personnel when peace
breaks out. History shows us that over
the last 100 years or so, we have had ap-
proximately 17-year cycles of war and
peace. It is amazing, almost uncanny,
how our military buildups and down-
grades fit into that 17-year cycle. In
fact, the only conflict that occurred
outside of that pattern was World War
II, which was only about 4 years off the
17-year cycle. I can only hope that our
current period of peace will break that
17-year cycle.

On Veterans Day, we recognize those
who have gone through these cycles be-
fore us. It is a time to point out some
of the sacrifices they made, the devo-
tion to duty that they were required to
perform, and the courage that they ex-
hibited. It is a time to say, ‘‘The pro-
fessionalism of our military saved
lives.’’

Veterans themselves, do not need a
special day, because they remember
their own experiences in the military.
They do not need a special day because
those times are forever etched in their
memories. They remember the people
that they were associated with, their
friends, people of all walks of life. They
remember the rich, the poor, the ad-
vantaged, the disadvantaged; all tossed
together, rubbing elbows, in what is
the finest military in the world. They
remember the places where they were
stationed, their training, and they cer-
tainly remember their days in combat,
which is forever etched on their mem-
ory, like nothing else out of their past.

Some survived and some did not. Vet-
erans Day is a time to go back and re-
member those people. It is time, not
just for veterans, but for all Ameri-
cans, to remember that this country
was built on the sacrifices of the brave
men and women who served in the mili-
tary, and protected our country. It is a
day to remember and appreciate what
made this country, the greatest nation
in the world.

Mr. President, another important
day occurred early this week and I
would like to make a few remarks
about it also.

THE MARINE CORPS’ 222D
BIRTHDAY

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, Monday,
November 10, was the 222d birthday of
the U.S. Marine Corps. That day is
celebrated by marines, and former ma-
rines, wherever they are, wherever
they may go.

Last year, on the Marine Corps birth-
day, I was on a plane with our minority
leader and several other Senators, on a
trip to the Far East. We were on our
way to visit Ho Chi Minh City, Hong
Kong, and Taiwan. We had just left
Japan, and I was sitting there with my
wife, Annie, when I remembered that it
was the Marine Corps birthday. Be-
cause it is a ritual for marines to cele-
brate their birthday, no matter where
they are, I told Annie that I was going
back to the galley to get something to
be our Marine Corps birthday cake. I
know this may sound silly to some peo-
ple, but to marines, it does not sound
silly at all.

So, right as I was getting ready to
head back to the galley, other people
on the flight started gathering around
where we were sitting. It turned out
that they also had remembered how
important this day was to me, and my
fellow marines. Not only did they know
what the 10th of November was, they
had brought a cake along with them. It
was a beautiful cake and was decorated
with the Marine Corps emblem. So
probably like a lot of other isolated
marines in the world, we had our own
party. It was a very memorable cele-
bration.

This year I had the chance to partici-
pate in the Marine Corps birthday ball
here in Washington, at the Marine Bar-
racks. Once again, we had a wonderful
celebration.

The corps remains proud of the role
it has played in the history of our
country—as the 911 force, the emer-
gency force that is always available
when requirements dictate that the
most best is needed now.

The Marine Corps remains unique to
the other services, in the respect that
it has all elements of supporting arms
in one unit. It has supplies for 60 days
of combat. It has infantry, air, armor,
and artillery. It has all the elements
wrapped up in one unit, necessary to go
in and be a very tough, hard-hitting or-
ganization for a short period of time.

This was vividly illustrated in the
Persian Gulf during Desert Storm. The
Marine Corps came in with two divi-
sions, completely equipped, and set up
a blocking position, to give our other
forces time to build up—a build up that
over a several-month period came to
number over 520,000 Americans.

This was typical of the role that the
U.S. Marine Corps has played as the
ready force. And there isn’t a Marine
unit in existence that does not have
some of its expeditionary gear, some of
its combat equipment boxed and ready
to go now and move within hours. If
the Marine Corps ever loses that kind
of readiness, I believe it will have lost
its reason for being.

So in their 222d year of existence, the
marines continue to celebrate the tra-

ditions of the Marine Corps. They
honor and remember the sacrifices of
marines who fought in places like Bel-
leau Wood, Guadalcanal, Tarawa, Bou-
gainville, Iwo Jima, Pork Chop Hill
and the Chosen Reservoir, and Khe
Sanh.

One thing that has remained the
same though out the Marines history,
and something that I am proud of, is in
the way in that the Marine Corps re-
cruits people. The Marine Corps re-
cruits people to serve. They do not re-
cruit on a promise of ‘‘Here’s what is
good for you, or here’s what you’ll get
out of it yourself’’, they recruit by ask-
ing the question, ‘‘Are you good
enough to serve your country?’’ And it
is here, and later where they are
trained, that the attitudes required to
prepare them for battle, are instilled.
It calls for each person to devote them-
selves to a purpose bigger than them-
selves, a purpose to each other, a pur-
pose to the unit, a purpose to the corps,
and a purpose to this country of ours.

This was well spelled out in a Parade
magazine article last Sunday, Novem-
ber 9. This article said so much about
the training that is going on in the Ma-
rine Corps today, training that contin-
ues to be updated from one war to the
next.

This article was not written by some
Marine Corps public relations person,
it was written by Thomas E. Ricks, a
writer for the Wall Street Journal. Mr
Ricks starts out in the first part of this
article by saying, ‘‘What is it about the
Marine Corps that makes it so success-
ful in transforming teenage boys and
girls into responsible, confident men
and women? He goes on to show how
ordinary ‘‘Beavises and Butt-heads’’
can be molded into effective leaders.
And he says of himself, ‘‘I majored in
English literature at Yale, and, like ev-
erybody with whom I grew up and went
to school with, I have no military expe-
rience. Yet I learned things at Parris
Island that fascinated me.’’

He talks about ‘‘Lessons From Parris
Island’’ that are instilled into these
young people coming into the Marine
Corps which are—first, ‘‘Tell the
truth;’’ second, ‘‘Do your best, no mat-
ter how trivial the task;’’ third,
‘‘Choose the difficult right over the
easy wrong;’’ fourth, ‘‘Look out for the
group before you look out for your-
self;’’ fifth, ‘‘Don’t whine or make ex-
cuses;’’ and, sixth, ‘‘Judge others by
their actions and not their race.’’

By my way of thinking, those are
some pretty good objectives for any-
body in our society to follow. And they
are the building blocks that are in-
stilled in all U.S. Marines as they go
through boot camp.

Mr. President, I will not read this
whole article this morning. I ask unan-
imous consent that this article be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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A FEW GOOD TRUTHS

(By Thomas E. Ricks)
WHAT WE CAN LEARN FROM THEM

On a hot night in 1992, on my first deploy-
ment as a Pentagon reporter, I went on pa-
trol in Mogadishu, Somalia, with a squad of
Marines led by a 22-year-old corporal. Red
and green tracer bullets cut arcs across the
dark sky. It was a confusing and difficult
time. Yet the corporal led the patrol with a
confidence that was contagious.

Ever since that night, I had wanted to see
how the Marine Corps turns teenage Ameri-
cans into self-confident leaders. At a time
when the nation seems distrustful of its
teenage males—when young black men espe-
cially, and wrongly, are figures of fear for
many—the military is different. It isn’t just
that it has done a better job than the larger
society in dealing with drug abuse and racial
tension—even though that is true. It also
seems to be doing a better job of teaching
teenagers the right away to live than does,
say, the average American high school. And
it thrives while drawing most of its person-
nel from the bottom half of our society, the
half that isn’t surfing the information super-
highway.

I wanted to see how the Marines could turn
an undereducated, cynical teenager into that
young soldier, who, on his second night in
Africa, could lead a file of men through the
dark and dangerous city. How could a kid we
would not trust to run the copier by himself
back in my office in Washington become the
squad leader addressing questions that could
alter national policy: Do I shoot at this
threatening mob in a Third World city? Do I
fire when a local police officer points his
weapon in my direction? If I am performing
a limited peacekeeping mission, do I stop a
rape when it occurs 50 yards in front of my
position?

To find out how the Marines give young
Americans the values and self-confidence to
make those decisions, I decided to go to Ma-
rine boot camp. I went not as a recruit but
as an observer. I come from the post-draft
generation. I majored in English literature
at Yale, and, like everybody with whom I
grew up and went to school, I have no mili-
tary experience. Yet I learned things at Par-
ris Island that fascinated me—and should in-
terest anyone who cares about where our
youth are going. In a society that seems to
have trouble transmitting healthy values,
the Marines stand out as a successful insti-
tution that unabashedly teaches those val-
ues to the Beavises and Butt-heads of Amer-
ica.

I met Platoon 3086 on a foggy late winter
night in 1995 when its bus arrived on Parris
Island, S.C. I followed the recruits intermit-
tently for their 11 weeks on the island, then
during their first two years in the Marine
Corps.

The recruits arrived steeped in the popular
American culture of consumerism and indi-
vidualism. To a surprising degree, before
joining the Corps, they had been living part-
time lives—working part-time, going to com-
munity college part-time (and getting lousy
grades) and staying dazed on drugs and alco-
hol part-time. When they arrived on Parris
Island, all that was taken away from them.
They were stripped of the usual distractions,
from television and music to cars and candy.
They even lost the right to refer to them-
selves as ‘‘I’’ or ‘‘me.’’ When one confused re-
cruit did so during the first week of boot
camp, Sgt. Darren Carey, the platoon’s
‘‘heavy hat’’ disciplinarian, stomped his foot
on the cement floor and shouted, ‘‘You got
on the wrong bus, cause there ain’t no I, me,
my’s or I’s here!’’

On Parris Island, for every waking moment
during the next 11 weeks, they were im-

mersed in a new, very different world. For
the first time in their lives, many encoun-
tered absolute standards: Tell the truth.
Don’t give up. Don’t whine. Look out for the
group before you look out for yourself. Al-
ways do your best—even if you are just mop-
ping the floor, you owe it to yourself and
your comrades to strive to be the best
mopper at this moment in the Corps. Judge
others by their actions, not their words or
their race.

The drill instructors weren’t interested in
excuses. Every day, they transmitted the les-
son taught centuries ago by the ancient
Greek, philosophers: Don’t pursue happiness;
pursue excellence. Make a habit of that, and
you can have a fulfilling life.

These aren’t complex ideas, but to per-
suade a cynical teenager to follow them,
they must be painstakingly pursued every
day—lived as well as preached. I have seen
few people work as hard as did Platoon 3086’s
drill instructors in the first few weeks they
led the platoon. Sergeant Carey, an intense
young reconnaissance specialist from Long
Island, routinely put in 17 hours a day, six
and half days a week. His ability to drive
himself at full speed all day long awed and
inspired his charges. Recruit Paul Bourassa
said of his drill instructor. ‘‘When you’re
gone 16 hours, and you’re wiped out, and you
see him motoring, you say to yourself, ‘I’ve
go to tap into whatever he has.’ ’’

Sergeant Carey clearly wasn’t doing it for
the money. He was paid $1775 a month—a fig-
ure that worked out to about the minimum
wage. Of course, the wages were nearly irrel-
evant. The recruits learned that money isn’t
the measure of a man, that a person’s real
wealth is in his character. One of the fun-
niest moments I saw in boot camp came
when Sergeant Carey was lecturing the pla-
toon on the importance of knowledge.

‘‘Knowledge is what?’’ he bellowed.
‘‘Power, sir,’’ responded the platoon.
‘‘Power is what?’’ he then asked.
That puzzled the platoon. Faces scrunched

up in thought. Eventually one recruit haz-
arded a guess: ‘‘Money?’’

Sergenat Carey was dumbfounded to find
such a civilian attitude persisting is his pla-
toon. ‘‘No!’’ he shouted. ‘‘Power is VIC-
TORY!’’ (Then, in a whispered aside, he
added, ‘‘I swear, I’m dealing with aliens.’’)

The drill instructors didn’t try to make
their recruits happy. They tried to push the
members of the platoon harder than they’d
ever been pushed, to make them go beyond
their own self-imposed limits. Nearly all the
members of the platoon cried at one time or
another. Yet by the end of 11 weeks almost
all had been transformed by the experience—
and were more fulfilled than they had ever
been. They had subordinated their needs to
those of the group, yet almost all emerged
with a stronger sense of self. They
unembarrassedly used words like ‘‘integ-
rity.’’

I learned more than I expected. One of my
favorite moments came when Sergeant
Carey ordered a white supremacist from Ala-
bama to share a tent in the woods with a
black gang member from Washington, D.C.
The drill instructor’s message to the recruits
was clear: If you two are going to be in the
Marine Corps, you are going to have to learn
to live with each other. Recruits Jonathan
Prish and Earnest Winston Jr. became
friends during that bivouac. ‘‘We stuck up
for each other after that,’’ Prish said.

The recruits generally seemed to find race
relations less of an issue at boot camp than
in the neighborhoods they’d left behind. If
America were more like the Marines, argued
Luis Polanco-Medina, a recruit from New
Jersey, ‘‘there would be less crime, less ra-
cial tension among people, because Marine
Corps discipline is also about brotherhood.’’

Two other things surprised me. I didn’t
hear a lot of profanity. Once notoriously
foul-mouthed, today’s drill instructors gen-
erally are forbidden to use obscenities. Also,
I saw very little brutality. ‘‘I expected it to
be tougher,’’ said recruit Edward Linsky, in
a typical comment as he sat on his foot-
locker.

Platoon 3086 graduated into the Marine
Corps in May 1995 and became part of a fam-
ily that includes 174,000 active-duty members
and 2.1 million veterans (there really is no
such thing as an ‘‘ex-Marine’’). Over the last
two years, members of the platoon have ex-
perienced some disappointments. But as Paul
Bourassa concluded a year after graduating
from boot camp, ‘‘It pretty much is a band of
brothers.’’

What I think the Marine Corps represents
is counterculture, but the Marines are rebels
with a cause. With their emphasis on honor,
courage and commitment, they offer a pow-
erful alternative to the loneliness and dis-
trust that seem so widespread, especially
among our youth.

Any American—young or old, pro- or anti-
military—can learn something from today’s
Corps. That goes for the corporation as well
as the individual. Just listen to Maj. Stephen
Davis describe his approach to leadership:
‘‘Concentrate on doing a single task as sim-
ply as you can, execute it flawlessly, take
care of your people and go home.’’ Those
steps offer an efficient way to run any orga-
nization.

I took away a lot from boot camp myself.
I don’t talk to my own kids like a drill in-
structor (and neither do thoughtful drill in-
structors). But I was struck by the impor-
tance of the example the DIs provided: Kids
want values, but they are rightly suspicious
of talk without action. So while you need to
talk to kids about values, your words will be
meaningless unless you live them as well.
Also, of all the things that can motivate peo-
ple, the pursuit of excellence is one of the
most effective—and one of the least used in
our society.

None of this is a revelation. Lots of fami-
lies live by these standards. But few of our
public institutions seem to. ‘‘You’d see the
drill instructors teach kids who barely made
it through high school that they weren’t stu-
pid that they could do things if they had the
right can-do attitude,’’ summarized Charles
Lees of Platoon 3086. ‘‘It was all the things
you should learn growing up but, for some
reason, society de-emphasizes.’’

The white supremacist and the black gang
member who were thrown together in boot
camp both went on to happy careers in the
Corps. Earnest Winston Jr., the D.C.
gangbanger, became a specialist in the re-
covery of aircraft making emergency land-
ings and was posted to Japan. ‘‘It’s beau-
tiful,’’ he told me. ‘‘Not a lot of people on my
block get to go places like these.’’ His friend
Jonathan Prish, the Alabaman, became a
guard near the American Embassy in Lon-
don, Prish had his racist tattoos covered.
‘‘I’ve left all that behind,’’ he said. ‘‘You go
out and see the world, and you see there are
cool people in all colors.’’

LESSONS FROM PARRIS ISLAND

Tell the truth.
Do your best, no matter how trivial the

task.
Choose the difficult right over the easy

wrong.
Look out for the group before you look out

for yourself.
Don’t whine or make excuses.
Judge others by their actions not their

race.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12525November 13, 1997
TRIBUTE TO FRED PANG

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, a man
who worked with me very closely on
the Armed Services Committee, Fred
Pang, a man who rose to become the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Force Management Policy, will retire
from almost 40 years of service to our
Government, on November 16.

During these 40 years he has always
kept one principle paramount in his
service—that principle has been the
welfare of the troops. Over his entire
period of service, and especially during
the past 3 years, he has constantly
worked to improve the quality of life
for our men and women in uniform and
their families.

Mr. Pang’s long and productive asso-
ciation with the military of the United
States dates back to his earliest days.
Growing up in Hawaii, his father was a
shipyard worker at Pearl Harbor and a
survivor of the Japanese attack on De-
cember 7, 1941. Perhaps growing up in
Hawaii during World War II helped
shape Mr. Pang’s propensity for public
service, his fervent patriotism, and his
penchant to participate in the defense
of our Nation. In high school, Mr. Pang
was a member of the Army Junior Re-
serve Officer Training Corps program
at McKinley High School. Next, he
joined the Naval Reserves, and follow-
ing boot camp in San Diego, he served
aboard two destroyers. While pursuing
his bachelor’s degree at the University
of Hawaii, he enrolled in the Air Force
Reserve Officer Training Corps pro-
gram, and upon graduation, he was
commissioned a second lieutenant in
the U.S. Air Force. Thus, began his
long and illustrious active affiliation
with the Department of Defense.

His 27-year Air Force career included
a variety of manpower and personnel
assignments, including a tour in Viet-
nam in 1968–69. Before retiring as a
colonel in 1986, he was the Director Of
Officer and Enlisted Personnel Manage-
ment and the Director of Compensation
in the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Force Management and
Personnel—two of the most important
and demanding personnel jobs in the
entire Department of Defense for an ac-
tive duty officer. During his stint in
these jobs, he worked on many criti-
cally important projects with long-
term implications for the professional
personnel management of uniformed
personnel. Most noteworthy was the re-
search and analysis he did in support of
the Defense Officer Personnel Manage-
ment Act [DOPMA] of 1981. While this
act was obviously the result of much
hard work by many people and was, in
the final analysis, a work of the Con-
gress, the work done by Mr. Pang in
the Department of Defense contributed
immeasurably to its success. The fact
that DOPMA has remained in tact for
over 16 years as the governing law for
all Department of Defense officer per-
sonnel stands in tribute to the work
done by then-Colonel Pang and all oth-
ers who contributed to its develop-
ment.

Upon his retirement from the Air
Force, and after a very short, 6 months,
time in the private sector, Mr. Pang
again answered the call of his country
and went to work as a professional
staff member on the Senate Armed
Services Committee [SASC]. As the
majority staffer on the Personnel Sub-
committee of the SASC, Mr. Pang was
recognized as one of the leading experts
and most influential people in the en-
tire Government when it came to mat-
ters relating to the management of
U.S. military personnel. Although his
accomplishments on the SASC are far
too numerous to list here, there is one
facet of his service with the commit-
tee, which deserves mention. Following
the end of the cold war, the Depart-
ment of Defense was faced with the un-
precedented task of drawing down an
All-Volunteer military. Having lived
through the post-Vietnam war
drawdown, which was something less
than successful, Mr. Pang was deter-
mined that we would not return to hol-
low military of the mid- to late-1970’s.
Working tirelessly, he developed a
package of downsizing incentives in-
cluding the voluntary separation in-
centive [VSI], special separation bene-
fit [SSB], and temporary early retire-
ment authority [TERA]. These pro-
grams have proven themselves to be ex-
traordinarily effective in helping re-
shape our military as it was reduced by
some 33 percent. The results speak for
themselves. Today, we have a military
that is of higher quality in terms of
education and aptitude scores than
ever before in history. The force was
drawndown in a well-balanced manner
so that today our service men and
women are more experienced and capa-
ble than ever before. Additionally,
when the drawdown began, many
feared that minorities and women
would be disproportionately affected.
So good were the tools provided by
Congress, developed mostly by Mr.
Pang and so skillful was the execution
of the drawdown that the military
force of today is more richly diverse
than ever before.

Working with his committee chair-
man, Senator Sam Nunn of Georgia,
Mr. Pang recognized that the true
peace dividend coming out of the cold
war was the incredible number of high
quality men and women coming out of
the military and returning to civilian
life. He conceived and developed an in-
novative and effective package of tran-
sition benefit programs that have
proved to be successful beyond any-
one’s wildest dreams. Literally mil-
lions of service men and women have
separated from the military since the
drawdown began. Transition counseling
packages written into law along with
brilliant and innovative programs such
as Troops to Teachers and Troops to
Cops have ensured that not only have
our recent veterans found meaningful
and rewarding employment, but that
their skills, developed in the military,
are now being utilized to the fullest in
the civilian sector. A great deal of an-

ecdotal evidence exists that these tran-
sition programs have worked exceed-
ingly well. However, as overall evi-
dence of the effectiveness of the transi-
tion programs developed by Mr. Pang,
notwithstanding the huge number of
people separating from the military
during the downsizing, the amount of
money, as a percent of the budget, that
the Department of Defense has paid out
in unemployment compensation has
not increased at all. People are finding
jobs in the private sector, and they are
finding good jobs. Through job fairs
and transition bulletin boards, private
sector employers have acquired new
employees who have a great work
ethic, who understand the concept of
mission, and who are drug free. And so-
ciety has acquired former service mem-
bers who are outstanding role models
for the youth of America. Much of the
credit for this truly American success
story has got to go to Mr. Fred Pang.

During his tenure as Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy for Manpower and
Reserve Affairs and as Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense, Force Management
Policy, Mr. Pang has continued and fo-
cused his leadership in the area of mili-
tary and civilian personnel manage-
ment and equal opportunity. Hard to
put into words, but clearly evident
from the accomplishments of the orga-
nizations that he has so skillfully led
over the past 4 years, is the ‘‘can do’’,
positive attitude that he inspires as a
leader. During his tenure as Assistant
Secretary of the Navy for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs, he dealt with some
of the thorniest issues facing the Navy
in many years such as the Tailhook
scandal and the U.S. Naval Academy
cheating scandal. Mr. Pang’s integrity
and commonsense approach to
problemsolving did much to put the
Navy on the correct course in dealing
with these very difficult issues. As the
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Force
Management Policy, he completely re-
vised and made right the Department
of Defense Directive on officer pro-
motion and nomination procedures. In
the aftermath of Tailhook and other
highly publicized officer promotion and
nomination problems, the new direc-
tive, written under Mr. Pang’s leader-
ship, has not only put the processing of
these critical actions back on an effi-
cient and timely track, but has re-
stored the faith and confidence of the
Senate Armed Services Committee and
of the American public in the officer
promotion and nomination process.
One of the major efforts of former Sec-
retary of Defense William Perry was
improving the quality of life of service
and family members. He placed Mr.
Pang in charge of this effort and ap-
pointed him as the chairman of the De-
partment of Defense Executive Com-
mittee on Quality of Life. Under Dr.
Perry’s guidance and Mr. Pang’s lead-
ership, the Quality of Life Executive
Committee has made major accom-
plishments in improving the quality of
life of our service and family members,
and, for the first time, we have estab-
lished a series of measurements and
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standards for all quality of life serv-
ices. Because of these efforts, the lives
of service and family members world-
wide have been improved and enriched.

Mr. Pang has led the Force Manage-
ment Policy organization to new
heights of efficiency and accomplish-
ment across the spectrum of civilian
and military personnel management;
personnel support, families and edu-
cation; equal opportunity; morale wel-
fare and recreation and resale activi-
ties; and women in the military. He is
leaving a legacy of service to the De-
partment of Defense and our Nation,
and most importantly, to our men and
women serving in uniform, of dedicated
service and lasting contributions.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 12:30 under the
same terms as previously agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADOPTION AND SAFE FAMILIES
ACT OF 1997

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would
like to express my strong support for
legislation that will be considered by
the Senate and has been considered by
the House this morning. This legisla-
tion is the Adoption and Safe Families
Act of 1997. This bill, which is a com-
promise version of legislation that I in-
troduced originally now has as support-
ers and sponsors: Senator ROCKE-
FELLER, Senator CRAIG, Senator BOND,
Senator DEWINE, Senator COATS, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator LANDRIEU, Sen-
ator LEVIN, Senator KERREY, Senator
DORGAN, Senator MOYNIHAN, Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN, and Senator JOHNSON.
Mr. President, this legislation will
make some critical changes to the
child welfare system—changes that
will vastly improve the lives of hun-
dreds of thousands of children cur-
rently in foster care and waiting for
adoptive homes. I am very hopeful that
the President, who has indicated his
support for this legislation, will sign
this measure promptly.

Mr. President, just yesterday, there
was yet another story in the news-
papers about a young girl, 9 years old,
who was found dead from severe abuse
in her sister’s Bronx apartment. The
tragic story of young Sabrina Green’s
short life is harrowing, and it is all too
reminiscent of the cases we read and
hear about, unfortunately, every single
day. Each time I read about a case like

Sabrina Green’s, I feel outrage and
frustration with a system that cannot
take care of the most vulnerable mem-
bers of our society. Now, Mr. President,
we cannot bring Sabrina Green back to
life, nor can we bring back any of the
hundreds of children who have died
under similar circumstances; but we
can take action to prevent such deaths
in the future, and that is what we are
doing today.

The bill that will come over to us
shortly, Mr. President, will put the
safety and health of the child first.
That is a significant change in the law.
Under this legislation, the safety and
health of the child will come first. We
will not continue the current system of
always putting the needs and rights of
the biological parents first. While we
still believe that family reunification
is a worthy goal, it’s time we recognize
that some families simply cannot and
should not be kept together. Children
who have suffered severe abuse or
whose parents have committed violent
crimes should be moved out of those
homes rapidly and into adoptive
homes. Our bill does that. Children who
are in foster care for over 15 months
deserve to have a decision made about
their future. Our legislation does both
of those things.

It is also time we put a stop to chil-
dren lingering in foster care for years.
There are currently half a million chil-
dren in this country—500,000 children
in the United States of America—who
have been removed from their abusive
or neglectful parents and are living in
foster care. In my State, there are 1,500
of these children in foster care. Nation-
ally, each of these children in foster
care will remain so for an average of 3
years before a decision is made about
their future, and many of them will
wait much longer. The average is 3
years. Some have stayed for years and
years in foster care. Today, we are
sending those half a million children a
message of hope. Under this legisla-
tion, their time in foster care will be
shortened. States will be required to
make a permanent plan for these chil-
dren after a year, and if a child has
been in foster care for more than 15
months—1 year and 3 months—the
State will be required to take the first
steps toward terminating parental
rights and finding an adoptive home.

Terminating parental rights is the
critical first step in moving children
into permanent placements, but it is
not enough. We also must promote
adoption of these children, and our bill
does that. Our bill removes geographic
barriers to adoption. There are no limi-
tations under this bill about children
in one State having to be adopted in
that State. We remove these geo-
graphic barriers to adoption and re-
quire States to document efforts to
move children into safe adoptive
homes. We also provide financial bo-
nuses to States that increase their
adoption rights. There is money here
for States that increase the rate of
adoption in their States.

There are legal and procedural bar-
riers to adoption, and there are also fi-
nancial barriers. Lack of medical cov-
erage is one such barrier to families
who want to adopt special needs chil-
dren. What is a special needs child? It
is a child who has medical problems or
physical problems, or a child of such an
age, maybe 15 or 16, in a foster home.
Adoptive parents are very reluctant to
take on a child of that age. Many of
these children have significant phys-
ical and mental health problems due to
years of abuse and neglect and foster
care. Many of these children have been
shuttled from foster parent to foster
parent. So the adoptive parents are
taking a huge financial risk in adopt-
ing these children if the parents are
not guaranteed that there will be
health insurance for these special
needs children. Our bill ensures that
special needs children who are going to
be adopted will have medical coverage.
We also ensure that children whose
adoptive parents die or whose adop-
tions disrupt or terminate for some
reason, they will continue to receive
Federal subsidies when they are adopt-
ed by new parents.

Mr. President, I am very proud of
this legislation. The Senate and House
sponsors have worked tirelessly for
many months to come to an agree-
ment. Our shared commitment to im-
proving the lives of these children
brought us together. In closing, I want
to especially thank my good friend,
Senator JAY ROCKEFELLER, who has
spent years devoting his time and at-
tention to these children. I also thank
Senator CRAIG, who brought his own
personal experiences and dedication to
this effort, and Senator DEWINE, who
brought so much expertise and profes-
sional experience to this initiative. I
also want to thank the other members
of the coalition, those Senators that I
mentioned earlier, and I will repeat
their names—Senator BOND, Senator
COATS, Senator JEFFORDS, Senator
LANDRIEU, Senator LEVIN, Senator
KERREY, Senator DORGAN, Senator
MOYNIHAN, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN,
and Senator JOHNSON.

I also want to congratulate the
House sponsors who worked so hard on
this—Congressman CAMP and Congress-
woman KENNELLY.

I thank our staffs for the extraor-
dinary efforts they devoted to achiev-
ing passage of this legislation. Particu-
larly, I salute Laurie Rubiner, of my
staff, and Barbara Pryor, of Senator
ROCKEFELLER’s staff. All of these indi-
viduals that are mentioned, and others,
have been so helpful in achieving pas-
sage of this legislation, which I think
has just now passed the House and will
be coming here. We look for rapid ac-
tion here.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ENZI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS FISCAL
YEAR 1998 APPROPRIATIONS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President,
under the previous order, I submit a re-
port of the committee of conference on
the bill (H.R. 2159) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the conference report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2159) have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The Senate will proceeded to con-
sider the conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
November 12, 1997.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 30 minutes of debate equally di-
vided. The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am pleased the Senate is taking up this
afternoon H.R. 2159, the foreign oper-
ations, export financing and related
programs for fiscal year 1998. As is the
case every year, it was not easy getting
to this point partly because this bill is
very different than the bills we passed
in the last several years.

First and foremost, we have in-
creased our commitment to America’s
global leadership by nearly $1 billion.
We have provided $12.8 billion for the
1998 foreign assistance programs and an
additional $359 million in arrears we
have owed to multilateral institutions,
bringing the grand total to $13.1 bil-
lion, a shade under the administra-
tion’s request.

Let me review the important con-
tributions this bill will make to stabil-
ity and security around the world.

First, Mr. President, we have sub-
stantially increased our commitment
to the New Independent States of the
former Soviet Union over last year’s
levels; $770 million for the region has
been provided, including earmarks of
$225 million for Ukraine, $92.5 million
for Georgia, and $87.5 million for Arme-
nia. Funds for Georgia and Armenia,
along with resources to assist the vic-
tims of the Nagorno-Karabakh and
Abkhaz conflicts are included within a
new $250 million regional Caucasus
fund. Congressman CALLAHAN, my
counterpart in the House, deserves
credit for the idea to create this fund,
believing it would provide incentive to
achieve a peace agreement between Ar-
menia and Azerbaijan.

In an effort to assure balance to our
regional approach and promote Amer-

ican energy security interests, we have
ended the confusion over the impact of
section 907 and clearly authorized
OPIC, Ex-Im, TDA, and the Foreign
Commercial Service support for Amer-
ican businesses operating in Azerbaijan
and the Caspian.

I believe we have served our clear in-
terest in securing stability and eco-
nomic growth in the New Independent
States with these earmarks and the
overall level of funding for that area. I
also think we have served both our
principles and security interests with
two Senate provisions which were in-
cluded in the conference report.

The first addresses the issue of Rus-
sian cooperation with Iran on its nu-
clear and ballistic missile program. I
have repeatedly expressed my dis-
appointment with the administration’s
reluctance to leverage U.S. assistance
to secure an end to this lethal coopera-
tion. Let me remind my colleagues
that we have provided more than $4 bil-
lion in aid to Russia—more than any
we have provided to any combination
of other countries.

For the past several years, the Sen-
ate has carried a provision suspending
aid unless the Russians stopped their
training, technology transfer and sup-
port for the Iranian nuclear program.
Each year a waiver has been added in
conference because of a threat of veto
and the President has in fact exercised
the waiver. Each time he has done so
the Iranians have moved closer to ac-
quiring and testing a ballistic missile.
This year, instead of a blanket waiver,
the President will have to prove the
Russians have taken specific steps to
curtail the nuclear cooperation. While
it is not as tough as I would have liked,
it is a vast improvement over the broad
waiver we have given him in the past.

I also want to draw attention to the
efforts of Senator BENNETT and Sen-
ator GORDON SMITH who worked hard to
assure inclusion of a provision condi-
tioning assistance on Russia’s protec-
tion of religious freedom. There is no
freedom more fundamental than the
right to worship in a church of one’s
choice. The legislation President
Yeltsin signed into law appears to have
a chilling effect on religious freedom, a
problem we have addressed by requir-
ing the President to certify that the
government has not enforced or imple-
mented laws which would discriminate
against religious groups or religious
communities.

Now, Mr. President, beyond the NIS,
I think the bill clearly serves our na-
tional security interests in the Middle
East by sustaining our past earmarks
for Israel and Egypt and expanding and
earmarking support to Jordan. At a
time when the foreign aid request in-
creased by nearly $1 billion, I was dis-
appointed the administration only
asked for $70 million for Jordan.

An increase was a very high priority
for me, and I am pleased to report the
conference agreement provides $225
million in economic and security as-
sistance as recognition for King Hus-

sein’s contribution and determination
to achieve a durable peace and regional
stability.

Let me once again note my concern
about Egypt’s role in the peace process.
For more than a decade, the bill has
consistently stated that resources are
provided as a measure of the recipient’s
commitment and support for peace.
For the past 18 months, there is no
question that Cairo has not faithfully
served that key interest. Just this
week, Mr. President, Egyptian officials
announced they would not send rep-
resentatives to an economic summit
designed to restore relations and re-
build confidence. This is not an iso-
lated example of problems in our rela-
tions with Egypt. In particular, Cairo’s
international campaign to remove
sanctions against Libya is inexcusable.
I expect that the bill’s provision to
withhold 5 percent of the aid to any
country failing to enforce the sanc-
tions may affect Egypt’s assistance,
notwithstanding the earmark. Let me
put everyone on notice that if this per-
sists, once again, next year as I did this
year, I will not be including an ear-
mark for Egypt in the chairman’s
mark as we begin the process of devel-
oping the appropriations bill for for-
eign operations for next year.

Turning to other areas, the bill also
reflects the Senate’s commitment to
strengthen our economic interests by
increasing over the President’s request
our support for the Export-Import
Bank. The Bank provides crucial sup-
port to U.S. exporters, creating jobs
and income. I did not think the Presi-
dent’s request was adequate to meet
America’s commercial interests. Con-
sistent with the Senate’s decision, we
provide $51 million more than the re-
quest for a total of $683 million.

This support comes with a word of
caution for the board. I share my col-
leagues’ concerns about the substantial
funding that has been made available
to Gazprom by the Bank, given
Gazprom’s announced plans to develop
Iranian gas fields. The Bank must sus-
pend support for Gazprom until the
problem can be resolved. Complement-
ing support for the Bank, we have pro-
vided the full request and authoriza-
tion language for OPIC and $41.5 mil-
lion for the Trade Development Agen-
cy. Both are consistent with Senate po-
sitions.

Mr. President, in Asia, important pri-
orities were sustained in the con-
ference report. The Senate’s position
increasing aid to supporters of democ-
racy in Burma, restricting assistance
to the Hun Sen Government in Cam-
bodia, and funding for the Korean En-
ergy Development Organization was in-
cluded. With regard to KEDO—that is
the Korean Energy Development Orga-
nization—the conference agreed to our
effort to reduce the costs of purchasing
oil on the spot market by fully funding
the 1998 costs and providing $10 million
in back debt if other donors contribute
sufficient funds to clear the balance.

After much negotiation and some
modifications, we also preserved the
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Senate’s interests in conditioning aid
to governments in the Balkans which
refuse to cooperate in the extradition
of war criminals. It is absolutely clear
that inclusion of tough provisions in
the original chairman’s mark produced
immediate results in U.S. efforts to se-
cure cooperation. I intend to closely
watch the situation to assure the ad-
ministration continues to press for the
transfer and prosecution of war crimi-
nals. There will be no long-term peace
or stability in Bosnia or, for that mat-
ter, in the region if we fail in this ef-
fort to bring about a moral reconcili-
ation.

Finally, Mr. President, let me men-
tion the multilateral financial institu-
tions. We have fully funded the Inter-
national Development Association and
met our commitments at the other re-
gional banks and made a substantial
downpayment on clearing all outstand-
ing arrears. Senator DOMENICI deserves
recognition for establishing the guide-
lines allowing us to solve this vexing
problem without compromising current
programs.

Unfortunately, in trying to resolve
the matter of funding for family plan-
ning, the administration chose to pay a
very high price and agreed to abandon
efforts to fund the IMF’s New Arrange-
ments for Borrowing. Events in the
Asian markets make clear the need for
the NAB, a facility which would assure
a multilateral effort to ease currency
in economic crises. I support this
burdensharing institution and will con-
tinue to work with the administration
to find a vehicle to provide this vital
line of credit.

I thank my friend and colleague, Sen-
ator LEAHY, for his good advice and ex-
ceptional cooperation in achieving pas-
sage of this bill. He played a key role
in assuring full funding for the multi-
lateral institutions and the develop-
ment assistance programs. In particu-
lar, he deserves recognition for looking
ahead to a major threat facing this
country and successfully fighting to
expand U.S. efforts to combat infec-
tious diseases. Senator LEAHY is ably
assisted in this effort by Tim Reiser,
who has been a patient and persistent
staff director for the minority.

I also wish to thank Chairman STE-
VENS and his staff director, Steve
Cortese, for their active engagement
and support at key points as we worked
to secure passage. Senator STEVENS is
the model of a good chairman. He is al-
ways there with good ideas when you
need him. Let me also thank Jay
Kimmitt for his invaluable assistance
in putting together the bill and the re-
port.

I ask unanimous consent that Mem-
bers be permitted to submit statements
prior to passage and that staff be able
to make technical corrections.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Further, Mr.
President, let me thank my long-time
foreign policy adviser, Robin Cleve-
land, who sits here to my right, for her

invaluable assistance in developing
this package and for her tenacity in
sticking with it all the way to the end,
which has been a tortuous path and dif-
ficult to predict from moment to mo-
ment over the last month. Robin’s done
that with intelligence and good humor
when that was required and toughness
when that was required. It is always a
pleasure to work with her. I have im-
mensely enjoyed doing that over the
last 13 years. And to her right, Billy
Piper, who also makes an important
contribution to this debate every year.
Billy has been a pleasure to work with
over the course of this legislation . And
also Robin’s assistant on the commit-
tee, Will Smith. I appreciate the im-
portant contribution that he has made.

Mr. President, with that, I see my
friend and colleague is here, and I will
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to say that we have finally
completed action on the fiscal year 1998
foreign operations conference report. I
want to thank the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, Senator STE-
VENS, and the ranking member, Sen-
ator BYRD, for their support through-
out this process, and the chairman of
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee,
Senator MCCONNELL, for his leadership
and bipartisanship. The Appropriations
Committee is an extraordinary group
of people who work together, Repub-
licans and Democrats, like no other
committee, and it is a privilege to be
part of it.

The conference report that we are
adopting as part of this package today
is the product of a year’s work and
many sleepless nights. Although we
finished our conference on all but two
issues several weeks ago, it would be
an understatement to say that resolv-
ing those open issues, especially fund-
ing for international family planning,
has not been easy.

There were times when I did not
think we would get here. As I have said
before, I long for the time when we set
aside a day or two each year to debate
and vote on abortion—once, twice, 50
times if necessary. It would consume
that day or two, but it would be worth
it. Then we would not have to revisit
the issue time and time again, as we do
now for no apparent purpose, only to
repeat what has already been said or
voted on innumerable times before. It
would save a great deal of time, it
would give everyone ample opportunity
to be counted, and we could spend the
rest of the year on other pressing busi-
ness. I offer that as a suggestion, for
what it is worth.

The agreement we have reached on
family planning is not everything that
I would like, but that is to be expected.
An issue as divisive as this is not going
to be resolved in a way that anyone is
happy about. The agreement would
freeze funding for these programs at
last year’s level, and limit disburse-

ment to a rate of 8.34 percent per
month over the 1998 fiscal year. I would
have far preferred the Senate funding
level of $435 million, but the cut was
part of the price of keeping Mexico
City language out of the bill and avoid-
ing a veto.

The American people should also be
aware that the pro-Mexico City faction
in the House exacted a heavy price on
the administration for its refusal to ac-
cept the Mexico City language. The
price was that the U.S. contribution to
the IMF’s New Arrangements to Bor-
row, the previously agreed upon down
payment on U.S. arrears to the United
Nations, and the authorization for the
State Department reorganization, are
no longer included. Although these last
two are not foreign operations matters,
it is outrageous that they were linked
to the family planning issue in the first
place. There are sound foreign policy
reasons for paying our U.N. arrears es-
pecially when just yesterday we were
petitioning the United Nations for sup-
port for sanctions against Iraq. This is
the American people’s loss, as much as
it is the State Department’s loss, and I
find it incredible that the House lead-
ership would permit this result. It is
shortsighted, it is vindictive, and it se-
verely undercuts U.S. leadership
around the world. There should be no
mistake about who bears responsibil-
ity. We have a Secretary of State who
is deeply respected and admired around
the world. She needs our support. It is
tragic and inexplicable that because a
few dozen House Members did not get
their way on an unrelated issue, they
have denied her the tools to do her job.
I intend to do whatever I can to see
that this is corrected at the earliest
possible date next year.

Mr. President, I hope we can avoid
repeating again next year the tortuous
process that got us here. As long as
President Clinton is in the White
House, the Mexico City policy is not
going to become law. It is time that
people in the House accepted that and
saved us all the headache of refighting
this pointless battle.

Now that the conference report has
been completed I want to take this op-
portunity to speak on a number of
other provisions in it.

I am very pleased that we have fully
funded our commitments, including ar-
rearages, to the World Bank. I will
have a separate statement on that be-
cause I believe it so important that the
World Bank’s management and the
Treasury Department understand the
importance we give to U.S. leadership
in the international financial institu-
tions, and our intention that our influ-
ence be exerted to achieve significant
reforms in a number of critical areas.

One of the provisions I am especially
proud of in the conference report is en-
titled ‘‘Limitation on Assistance to Se-
curity Forces,’’ which has also become
known as the Leahy law. This provi-
sion expands on current law, which
seeks to ensure that U.S. assistance
does not go to individuals who abuse
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human rights. I want to thank Con-
gressman GILMAN for his support for
this provision. Despite an initial mis-
understanding about how the current
provision was being applied, I am con-
vinced that he too wants to do every-
thing possible to ensure that in our ef-
forts to support foreign security forces
that respect human rights, we also pre-
vent those who abuse human rights
from receiving our assistance.

In order to implement this provision,
the State Department has required re-
cipients of our assistance to enter into
end-use monitoring agreements, and to
ensure that if there is credible evidence
that a security force unit that has re-
ceived our assistance has abused
human rights, effective measures are
being taken to bring the responsible in-
dividuals to justice. These agreements
should be routine whether or not the
Leahy law were in effect. The kind of
measures we expect a foreign govern-
ment to take to bring those responsible
to justice are discussed in the joint
statement of the managers accompany-
ing the conference report. We also
make clear that we expect our own
Government to do everything it can to
assist in that effort.

Mr. President, before I leave this sub-
ject I want to mention that while we
have seen a decrease in abuses by the
Colombian Army, there has been an
alarming increase in atrocities attrib-
uted to paramilitary forces in that
country. We have seen this pattern in
other Latin American countries where
the armed forces, either actively or
passively, supported the clandestine
activities of paramilitary forces. I
want it to be known that as the author
of the Leahy law, I believe it is incum-
bent on the Colombian Army to dem-
onstrate that it is not acting in collu-
sion with the paramilitary groups, or
standing by idly as they do their dirty
deeds.

Mr. President, to turn to another
subject, the international community
rapidly responded with sanctions in the
aftermath of the July 1997 coup in
Cambodia. According to reports, the
suspension of foreign assistance, which
constitutes nearly two-thirds of Cam-
bodia’s annual revenue, sent a strong
message to Hun Sen and his supporters.

The conference report prohibits most
bilateral aid to the Cambodian Govern-
ment and instructs United States exec-
utive directors of the international fi-
nancial institutions to vote in opposi-
tion to loans to Cambodia. The joint
statement of the managers also ex-
presses the hope that Hun Sen’s politi-
cal opponents will be allowed to return
to Cambodia and safely participate in
free and fair elections.

These measures and others like them
have been instituted around the world
against the perpetrators of the coup.
They are a necessary and important re-
sponse to those who stand in the way of
democracy. Nevertheless, the sanctions
directed against Hun Sen and his sup-
porters have also fallen heavily on the
shoulders of the Cambodian people.

Therefore, the conference report per-
mits humanitarian, demining, and
electoral assistance to go forward. One
item Congressman Callahan and I had
agreed upon but because of an over-
sight neglected to include in the joint
statement of the managers, was a
statement that the prohibition on as-
sistance to Cambodia is not intended to
preclude basic education programs as
long as they are conducted at the local
level and not through the central gov-
ernment. During the Khmer Rouge re-
gime most of the country’s teachers
were killed or forced into exile. A large
percentage of the population is illit-
erate, and we want to continue basic
education activities as part of our ef-
fort to help the Cambodian people
overcome that tragic period.

Finally, I want to make clear that
while we do permit electoral assist-
ance, I would not support significant
expenditures in this area unless Hun
Sen is demonstrating his commitment
to free and fair elections, to the pros-
ecution of individuals implicated in the
U.N. human rights investigation of the
July 1997 coup, and then only if Hun
Sen has made an unequivocal state-
ment that if defeated in a free and fair
election he would relinquish power.

Mr. President, another initiative I
am very proud of seeks to enhance U.S.
leadership in the global effort to com-
bat the spread of infectious diseases,
which also poses a direct threat to the
health and welfare of Americans. We
include in the conference report suffi-
cient funds to provide an additional
$50,000,000 for these activities. The Sen-
ate and House foreign operations re-
ports, as well as the joint statement of
the managers, describe the rationale
for this initiative and the purposes for
which we are making these additional
funds available. I also intend to solicit
the recommendations of AID, the
World Health Organization, the Center
for Disease Control, the National Insti-
tute of Health, and other agencies, or-
ganizations and distinguished individ-
uals, regarding how we can most effec-
tively use these funds to buttress exist-
ing efforts in surveillance and control
of infectious diseases.

The Leahy war victims fund has been
assisting war victims in over a dozen
countries since 1989. I am pleased that
the joint statement of the managers
recommends up to $7,500,000 for these
programs in fiscal year 1998, a $2,500,000
increase over the current level. The
fund has been primarily used to assist
victims of landmine explosions, a prob-
lem that has attracted increasing
world attention, but it is also available
to support other types of assistance to
disabled war victims. This is consistent
with the President’s September 17 an-
nouncement that the administration
intends to devote considerably more re-
sources to demining and to assist land-
mine victims.

Over the years, the Congress has
passed numerous resolutions on the sit-
uation in East Timor. Despite inter-
national pressure, the Indonesian Gov-

ernment has refused to withdraw its
thousands of troops from the island.
The situation has remained tense since
the 1990 Dili massacre, the anniversary
of which coincidentally was yesterday,
and arbitrary arrests and disappear-
ances of East Timorese are common.

Indonesia is the world’s fourth most
populous country and enjoys close eco-
nomic and security relations with the
United States. I would like to see that
relationship flourish. But we cannot ig-
nore what happened this past June
when supporters of democracy were ar-
rested and killed by Indonesian sol-
diers, and the main political opponent
of the Suharto regime was forced to
withdraw from the election, notwith-
standing that the election was rigged
from the start. Nor can we ignore the
abuses in East Timor. I had the honor
of meeting East Timorese Bishop Bello
earlier this year, and I believe that
while we should encourage close rela-
tions with Indonesia, we should also do
what we can to ensure that we are not
contributing to the problems in East
Timor. For that reason, a provision I
authored was included in the con-
ference report which is designed to pre-
vent United States lethal equipment or
helicopters from being used in East
Timor. This provision is intended to
expand on the administration’s current
policy of not providing small arms,
crowd control items, or armored per-
sonnel carriers to Indonesia. It is also
consistent with actions taken recently
by the British Government.

There is a provision in the conference
report which makes funds available for
reconstruction and remedial activities
relating to the consequences of con-
flicts within the Caucasus region.
These funds, which will be made avail-
able through nongovernmental and
international organizations, are very
important. Contrary to what some
have suggested, we are not providing
direct assistance to the authorities in
the conflict areas because we do not
want to become embroiled in the issues
of sovereignty and control that remain
unresolved there. However, there are
needy people in Nagorno Karabakh and
Abkhazia who we want to help recover
from the ravages of war.

Mr. President, I want to mention a
couple of other items. The Senate re-
port encourages AID to establish a pro-
gram of physicians exchanges with the
countries of the former Soviet Union,
with a focus on the diseases that are
major contributors to excess morbidity
and mortality and where effective med-
ical intervention is possible. I strongly
support this idea and look forward to
hearing AID’s reactions.

Also in the Senate report we discuss
the alarming incidence of violence
against women in Russia. The adminis-
tration has taken some steps in this
area in response to congressional con-
cerns, but I am convinced that far
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more could be done to tap the experi-
ence and knowledge of U.S. police offi-
cers and prosecutors who have devel-
oped procedures for dealing with do-
mestic violence here. We have re-
quested the State Department, in con-
sultation with the Justice Department,
to submit a report on future plans in
this area and I strongly encourage
them to pursue training programs that
bring U.S. and Russian police officers
together, preferably in Russia, to ad-
dress these issues.

Finally, the conference report re-
quires the Department of Defense, in
consultation with the Department of
State, to submit a report to the Appro-
priations Committees describing poten-
tial alternative technologies and tac-
tics, and a plan for the development of
such alternatives, to protect antitank
landmines from tampering in a manner
consistent with the Ottawa Treaty,
which bans antipersonnel mines. This
is very important because if we are
ever going to join that treaty, as I be-
lieve we must, we need to solve this
problem. I am convinced it can be
solved. Informed people in the Penta-
gon say it boils down to preventing
tampering with antitank mines that
are aerially delivered at remote dis-
tances, and then only for a period of 30
minutes which is the difference in time
it takes an enemy soldier to disarm or
remove an anti-tank mine alone, and
one that is protected with anti-
personnel mines. Unfortunately, there
is an institutional inertia at the Penta-
gon that stands in the way of solving
it. There is little inclination to do so
absent an order from above. This re-
port, which we expect to be objective
and thorough, is intended to set the
stage for such an effort.

Mr. President, I believe this is among
the better foreign operations bills to
have passed the Congress in several
years. I am disappointed that the U.S.
contribution to the IMF’s New Ar-
rangements to Borrow fell victim to
the Mexico City issue, but I am con-
fident that it will be passed on a sup-
plemental appropriations bill next
year. It does not score against the
budget, and in fact would reduce the
burden on the U.S. Treasury in the
event the U.S. is needed to help pre-
vent harm to the U.S. economy from
an international financial crisis. Why
the House did not want that is beyond
me.
f

THE WORLD BANK
Mr. President, the fiscal year 1998

foreign operations conference report
contains full funding for the Inter-
national Development Association
[IDA], the concessional lending window
of the World Bank. It also fully funds
our past commitments to IDA. With
this appropriation we will be current,
for the first time in several years, in
our payments to IDA. This is an impor-
tant milestone, and I appreciate the
support of the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, Senator STE-

VENS, the chairman of the Foreign Op-
erations Subcommittee, Senator
MCCONNELL, the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee, Senator DOMENCICI, and
others, who also supported this fund-
ing, because it reaffirms U.S. leader-
ship at the World Bank and our inten-
tion to exert that leadership to pro-
mote significant reforms in the institu-
tion. As one who played a role in ob-
taining this funding, I can say with
confidence that the Congress is sending
two important messages by approving
the conference report.

First, we recognize that in order to
exert leadership in the multilateral de-
velopment banks we need to meet our
financial commitments. We have been
in the ludicrous position of having an
American, Jim Wolfensohn, at the
helm of the World Bank, but our rep-
resentative on the Board of Directors
has been at the sidelines, unable to
even vote on some loans. Why? The
U.S. sank so far into arrears to IDA—
nearly $1 billion at one point—that
some of our voting privileges were re-
voked. Now, with the passage of this
legislation we are paying off the last
bit of arrearages, $235 million, plus our
current obligations.

Second, we are sending the message
that we expect this investment to yield
results. We are fortunate that World
Bank President Wolfensohn is a dy-
namic and reform-minded leader who is
taking steps to shake up the bureauc-
racy, get rid of dead wood and demand
high standards of performance. His re-
form plan, the strategic compact,
promises development results in 2
years. Frankly, I am concerned that
despite his best intentions, the Bank
bureaucracy continues to put up fierce
resistance and may in the end succeed
in thwarting many of his reforms. That
is why this reaffirmation of U.S. lead-
ership is so important.

Reform at the World Bank is moving
forward, but there is a long way to go.
Not all member countries have the
same vision for change that we have. I
want to take this opportunity to brief-
ly discuss what I believe the Congress
needs to see, at a minimum, from the
Bank’s reform efforts in order to con-
tinue to support the institution. We ex-
pect the Treasury Department and the
U.S. Executive Director to work close-
ly with the Congress to achieve these
reforms.

One of the issues that has received
increased attention in recent years is
the Bank’s role in fostering good gov-
ernance. I think this is critical. While
the Bank needs to avoid becoming em-
broiled in the domestic politics of bor-
rowing countries, when systems are
corrupt and on the take the Bank can-
not look the other way. When govern-
ments are undemocratic, when they
abuse human rights, the World Bank as
a public institution must not collude.
The Bank has made strides in attack-
ing corruption, but stronger action is
needed. In addition, the Bank needs to
ensure that it is not the handmaiden of
borrowing governments that trample

on the needs and rights of people in the
pursuit of economic prosperity.

A related issue, because of its impor-
tance to the quality of Bank lending
and borrowing governments’ respon-
sibility to their people, is consultation
with local people. The Foreign Oper-
ations Conference Report calls on the
Bank to systematically consult with
local communities on the potential im-
pact of loans as part of the normal
lending process, and to expand the par-
ticipation of affected peoples and non-
governmental organizations in deci-
sions on the selection, design and im-
plementation of projects and economic
reform programs. This is common
sense. It is also vitally important. Pri-
vate corporations do not launch prod-
ucts or services without market sur-
veys and the knowledge that there is a
demand for what they have to offer.
Public institutions, like the World
Bank, also need to know about the peo-
ple they are serving. This does not
mean just interacting more with af-
fected communities, it means letting
them wield influence and responding to
their concerns.

The Bank has taken steps in this di-
rection. It is decentralizing and hiring
staff for its Resident Missions that are
concerned with the well-being of af-
fected communities. We want to know
whether the intended beneficiaries of
Bank-financed projects want these
projects and whether they have a say
in designing them. Too often, local
people are not involved in a project
until the implementation stage, when
it is too late to have a real influence.
Efforts at headquarters and in the re-
gions need considerably more resources
to work with borrowers to reach out to
affected communities.

The Bank’s loan portfolio has a low
level of sustainable projects. Studies
show that in recent years, only two-
thirds have succeeded during imple-
mentation. Only 44 percent have been
sustained after completion. Social as-
sessments are now performed on less
than ten percent of projects, despite
the fact that every project has a social
impact. We want the Bank to deliver
on the promise of its strategic compact
to substantially increase this percent-
age in 2 years. Over and over again, the
Bank’s own studies show that projects
with good social assessment seldom
fail. And we do not want social assess-
ments limited to projects in the social
sectors. They are just as essential for
lending for structural adjustment, fi-
nancial sector reform, energy, and in-
dustry as they are for education and
health loans. In addition, we want
these assessments to address the needs
of the most vulnerable people. As we
all know, powerful interest groups can
represent themselves.

It is not enough to do environmental
impact assessments [EIA’s] and social
assessments. They need to be acted on.
EIA’s are often shelved and do not in-
fluence project design. That is a waste
of money, it does environmental dam-
age and betrays the people involved.
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We would not want the Army Corps of
Engineers to ignore these kinds of as-
sessments, and the World Bank should
not either.

The World Bank is a bank as well as
a development institution. We under-
stand the pressure to keep loan vol-
umes at certain levels. We also under-
stand that to be competitive, the Bank
needs to serve its client governments
in a timely and efficient way. However,
some of the reform efforts are going
overboard in this direction. Careful
project preparation with quality
checks should not be sacrificed on the
altar of speed and efficiency. I know
Mr. Wolfensohn shares our concerns
about this. The Bank needs to provide
management with much stronger in-
centives to maintain quality in the
face of pressures for volume and speed.

For participation in Bank-supported
lending operations to be meaningful,
people need information. In 1992, the
Bank adopted an information disclo-
sure policy, largely in response to pres-
sure from Congress. It has made grad-
ual progress in implementing that pol-
icy. Much more needs to be done in
terms of making the information avail-
able in borrowing countries in local
languages, and providing information
in a timely way at early stages of lend-
ing operations. The Project Informa-
tion Document, which describes plans
for operations, is often provided late,
incomplete, and only in English.

We want to see progress in providing
the full text of Project Concept Docu-
ments as well as draft copies of tech-
nical papers that assess feasibility, and
information from Country Assistance
Strategies.

A Country Assistance Strategy is the
Bank’s master plan for lending to each
borrower country, and it describes the
Bank’s framework for all operations
and priority investments. More needs
to be done to include social develop-
ment analyses in the these documents.
In addition, the bulk of their contents
should be available to the public. Par-
liaments and citizens have a right to
information about the Bank’s lending
plans. I recognize that some of the
Country Assistance Strategy contents
are confidential, but the essentials cer-
tainly should not be. Nonetheless,
Bank management has opposed propos-
als to release these and other docu-
ments containing their projected lend-
ing plans. That is unacceptable.

We also need to see greater openness
between the World Bank management
and the Board of Directors. During late
1996 and 1997, the Bank conducted a
substantial review of its portfolio. It
reviewed 150 projects in 14 sectors at a
cost of $800,000. For reasons that I find
inexplicable, some Board members
have been unable to obtain these stud-
ies.

We do not want our dollars contrib-
uting to bloated state bureaucracies
and systems in which the private sec-
tor is crowded out by state controls. On
the other hand, there is obviously a
role for governments, as the Bank’s

most recent World Development Report
describes, and for public-private part-
nerships. The Bank is doing more
today to promote such partnerships
than it ever has. I welcome that.

But promoting the private sector
must not come at the expense of nor-
mal precautions about financial, tech-
nical, social and environmental risks.
Public inducements to investment,
such as guarantees against political
risks, must not distort the feasibility
analyses of project viability. To insure
that this does not happen, Mr.
Wolfensohn has said he wants to har-
monize the World Bank Group’s activi-
ties under one set of social and envi-
ronmental policies. At the present
time, there are different standards in
the World Bank Group. For instance,
the International Finance Corp., the
Bank’s affiliate that deals with the pri-
vate sector, has lower standards with
respect to information disclosure, pro-
tection of the environment and of the
rights of indigenous peoples.

The answer is not to abolish or weak-
en sound policies and standards. It is
essential that harmonization not result
in a retreat from current policies to a
lowest common denominator. I am con-
cerned that Bank management is under
pressure to do that. Congress helped to
create some of these global standards.
They need to be respected and built
upon by the Bank Group, including the
IFC and Multilateral Investment Guar-
antee Agency. There is language on the
IFC in the Foreign Operations Con-
ference Report which aims to make
progress in this area.

Currently, the World Bank stresses
lending to countries which adopt sound
macroeconomic policies. That makes
sense, but the Bank should also give
priority in lending to governments
which listen to their people, involve
them in development activities, and
demonstrate a commitment to reduc-
ing poverty.

The World Bank says its primary
purpose is to reduce poverty, but it is
falling short in building the political
will among member governments to
achieve this goal. The rift between
rhetoric and reality remains wide. IDA
resources must do more than reach
poor countries. They must reach and
benefit poor and marginalized people in
those countries. In 1995, an evaluation
showed that just 10 percent of World
Bank projects launched in the mid-
1980’s contained poverty reduction
components, and many of those fell
short of thier goals.

Surveys of borrower country officials
reveal a high level of dissatisfaction
with the Bank’s lack of focus on pov-
erty and equity issues. Some are even
unaware that the Bank’s purpose is
poverty reduction. The World Bank
needs a far more systematic approach
to these issues.

Each IDA loan or transaction should
describe how it will reduce poverty. As
I have consistently urged for years,
World Bank investments in nutrition,
health, education, and family planning

should increase, as should programs
which increase poor people’s access to
productive assets, such as land, water
and credit. But according to informa-
tion I have received, World Bank fig-
ures for fiscal year 1997 show that lend-
ing for education and health, including
nutrition, and AIDS prevention has
fallen from roughly $4 billion in 1996 to
$2.25 billion in 1997.

The Inspection Panel, which was es-
tablished in part in response to pres-
sure from Congress, must be main-
tained and supported. The Panel inves-
tigates whether the Bank has violated
its own policies. Its investigations have
helped the Bank restructure or halt
projects, such as dam construction,
when they were poorly conceived or
implemented. It is one of the few mech-
anisms that allows local people af-
fected by Bank-supported projects to
identify problems and seek redress. I
am concerned that there are people
among the Bank’s management and its
borrower governments who resent the
Panel looking over their shoulders.
Those individuals need to recognize
that they are entrusted with public
funds, and are responsible for adhering
to their own policies and guidelines.
The World Bank needs to be a broker of
many interests. Some borrower govern-
ments lack the mechanisms to insure
that the interests of indigenous people
affected by the construction of infra-
structure, such as large dams, are rep-
resented.

Mr. President, there is one other
issue I want to mention. It is the mis-
treatment of women employees at the
Bank. Women have been subjected to
gender discrimination, retaliation,
abuse of power, and sexual harassment.
It is a systemic problem. It has been
virtually ignored. In fact, complaints
brought by women who allege mis-
treatment by their managers have been
aggressively fought by the Bank’s law-
yers. That is bad enough. Even worse is
that the Bank, because it is an inter-
national organization, is immune from
lawsuit in U.S. courts. The only re-
course for a person who alleges abuse is
the Bank’s internal grievance process,
which, to put it bluntly, is a sham. The
deck is stacked against the claimant.
Investigations are cursory, at best. Re-
quests to call witnesses are denied.
Rulings are based on hearsay, double
hearsay, and innuendo. Even if a claim-
ant who has left her job because of the
abuse files a grievance and prevails,
the remedy is limited to monetary
compensation. The process is patently
unfair and the people who investigate
and adjudicate these cases have failed
in their responsibility. There is a cul-
ture at the Bank that discourages wit-
nesses to come forward for fear of ret-
ribution. It is nothing unusual. We
have seen the same thing in the Armed
Forces, in private industry, in any bu-
reaucracy, but that is no excuse.

I have tried to get Bank management
to deal aggressively with this problem.
I get assurances that they are aware of
the inadequacies in the grievance proc-
ess and are taking steps to remedy the
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situation. So far, I am not impressed.
They are not treating this situation
with the seriousness it demands. They
are too quick to shift the blame to the
victim for being ‘‘too aggressive,’’ ‘‘not
a good listener,’’ or ‘‘in over her head,’’
even when their own performarnce re-
view process is badly flawed. I intend
to monitor this closely because radical
change is urgently needed.

Mr. President, I have faith in Jim
Wolfensohn to promote these reforms. I
know he agrees that they are fun-
damental to the Bank’s future, and of
great importance to the Congress.
They are especially important because
the Bank is a pace setter for other
international institutions. Ultimately,
the success or failure of this effort will
determine whether or not these insti-
tutions play the key role we need them
to play in advancing political, eco-
nomic and social stability around the
world. Real stability depends on devel-
opment that gives everyone a chance
for prosperity. That is the central pur-
pose of these reforms, and I hope the
Bank’s management understands how
serious this is to the Congress, espe-
cially to those in Congress who have
fought the hardest to support these in-
stitutions.

Mr. President, I often say Senators
are merely constitutional impediments
to their staffs. But we wouldn’t be here
if it were not for the staff who worked
so very hard. We are privileged by the
quality of the men and women who
work with and for the U.S. Senate, on
both sides of the aisle, and in so many
of the other support positions that re-
flect neither party. So many times we
debate these issues until late in the
evening, agree on something, Members
go home—staff stay until 3, 4, 5
o’clock, or all night long, to get it
done.

Robin Cleveland, Senator MCCON-
NELL’s chief of staff for foreign policy,
has done a superb job. I am delighted
to see her on the floor today. I appre-
ciate the way she has worked so coop-
eratively with my own staff on this
committee, and Will Smith and Billy
Piper who have so ably assisted her.

On this side, I have Tim Rieser, who
is my chief of staff for foreign policy
matters. He has done an extraordinary
job on the subcommittee and in work-
ing with Members on both sides of the
aisle to try to achieve the compromises
necessary. He has been ably assisted by
Cara Thanassi, who is also a Ver-
monter, as is Tim. She, too, even
though new to the subcommittee, has
already shown an excellent grasp of the
issues here and has proven very valu-
able. I also want to recognize Dick
D’Amato, of the committee staff, and
Jay Kimmitt, whom the chairman has
already mentioned. Both gave invalu-
able advice and support.
FISCAL YEAR 1998 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-

PROPRIATIONS—FEDERALLY FUNDED RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President I would
like to enter into a colloquy with Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee Chair-

man TED STEVENS concerning Feder-
ally Funded Research and Development
Centers.

Is it the chairman’s understanding
that it was the intent of Congress to
exempt Federally Funded Research and
Development Centers [FFRDC’s] from
the provisions of section 8041 of the fis-
cal year 1998 Department of Defense
Appropriations Act which reduce fund-
ing for advisory and assistant services
by $300,000,000? This exemption is nec-
essary because FFRDC funding is spe-
cifically reduced by $71,800,000 in sec-
tion 8035 of the same act.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is correct. While the De-
partment of Defense chooses to group
selected FFRDC’s in the category of
advisory and assistance services, the
Congress has for several years dealt
with these issues separately. FFRDC’s
should be exempt from the reduction in
contractor advisory and assistance
services.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
compliment the Senior Senator from
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, and the Senator
from Kentucky, Mr. MCCONNELL for the
excellent job they have done in shep-
herding the Foreign Operations appro-
priations bill along it’s difficult jour-
ney. While I would have written some
sections differently, I believe that on
balance this is a reasonable product of
compromise that advances the primary
goals of U.S. foreign policy.

I am, however, very disturbed to see
that the compromise on U.N. funding
that was contained in the State De-
partment authorization bill has now
been dropped. While I was not pleased
with some aspects of the Helms-Biden
compromise, at least it provided a way
to start meeting our obligations to the
United Nations.

I am disturbed, Mr. President, that
greater thought has not been given by
those who oppose this provision to the
timing of this move. We are teetering
on the brink of hostilities with Iraq
over Saddam Hussein’s refusal to allow
entry to American members of the U.N.
weapons inspection team. The United
Nations has insisted that the integrity
of its teams be respected and Saddam
Hussein must not be allowed to pick
and choose who he lets in. Last week,
Secretary General Kofi Annan sent a
three-member delegation to Iraq to im-
press upon Saddam Hussein the neces-
sity of complying with United Nations
requirements on access for inspectors.
Unfortunately, they came away empty
handed. But the United Nations Secu-
rity Council continues to meet daily in
an effort to counteract Iraq’s intran-
sigence.

I think most of my colleagues realize
that this would be a very inappropriate
time to suddenly be forced to go it on
our own. We may decide at some point
that unilateral action against Iraq is
the most appropriate, but that should
only come after careful consideration
of all policy options available to us.
And quite frankly, Mr. President, I be-
lieve that some of our best options in-

volve working closely with our allies
and our friends in the Arab world to
present a united front to Saddam Hus-
sein. With all its warts, the United Na-
tions is still the best mechanism for
consulting quickly with all the parties
involved and negotiating possible
courses of action. This is always a dif-
ficult task, but it would be made many
times more difficult if we were not able
to work through the United Nations.
While nothing in the legislation before
us today says we must pull out of the
United Nations, the refusal of a small
number of members to let a broadly
agreed-upon package of reforms and ar-
rearage payments move forward is a
de-facto renunciation of the United Na-
tions just as we are again turning to
that body for assistance in keeping one
of the world’s worst scofflaws in line.

Getting other nations to join us in
these efforts takes carrots and not just
sticks. Our diplomats need to bring
more to the table than the threat of
military retaliation. That should be
our last resort, and not before. If we
are not willing to put our money where
our mouth is at the United Nations,
how can we expect Saddam to take our
threats seriously?

I know that efforts are underway at
this very moment to reverse this unfor-
tunate decision by the House of Rep-
resentatives. And I hope they succeed.
Not just today, but increasingly in the
future, we are going to need more tools
of diplomacy at our disposal, not fewer.
I urge my colleagues in the House to
take this into account before it is too
late.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
want to make a couple final observa-
tions. Seeing the occupant of the chair,
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, I thought I would mention his
imprint on this bill. Senator ENZI had
an important provision requiring a re-
port from the administration on fund-
ing by all Federal agencies on the cli-
mate change program. He required its
submission by October 31, which is ob-
viously past. The conference included
the provision requiring a report by No-
vember 15. I would say, for cold State
Members, this is very important so we
can begin to understand how extensive
these programs are and what they are
costing the taxpayers.

My thanks to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming, the occupant of
the Chair, Senator ENZI, for his support
and contribution to this bill as well.

Finally, let me say I understand
Christian, the son of our staff director,
Robin Cleveland, may be watching be-
cause he is sick today. Christian, I
hope you get to feeling better. We are
all sorry that you were inconvenienced
by your mother’s long hours during the
course of the last few weeks.

Mr. President, I believe we are at a
point now where this bill should move
forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
managers yield back the remaining
time on the conference report?
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is the

Senator from Vermont correct in un-
derstanding when all time is yielded
back it is, indeed, passed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield back time on this
side.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield whatever remaining time I may
have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In light
of yielding back the remaining time,
under the previous order the con-
ference report is agreed to and the mo-
tion to reconsider that vote is laid
upon the table.

The conference report was agreed to.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for morning business until 2
p.m., with each Senator permitted to
speak up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I see my
friend from New Mexico on the floor. I
would like to make a brief statement
and then yield the floor to him, if he
doesn’t mind.
f

REMARKS OF ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY SARA LISTER AND THE
MARINE CORPS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my grave disappoint-
ment in the statement that Sara List-
er, the Army’s Assistant Secretary for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, made in
reference to the U.S. Marine Corps. We
just finished Veterans Day, and No-
vember 10 is traditionally the Marine
Corps’ birthday. So I guess her sense of
timing is unbelievable. But, basically,
this is what the Assistant Secretary
said: ‘‘The Marines are extremists’’ and
‘‘wherever you have extremists, you’ve
got some risks of total disconnection
with society.’’

For whatever I have done with my
life personally, I attribute some of
what I learned in the U.S. Marine
Corps. I think the statement that she
made is grossly unjust, and is an af-
front to every person who has ever
worn the uniform of the U.S. Marine
Corps, or to any person who has worn
any uniform of the Armed Forces of
this country, and those who have died
for the very freedoms that we Ameri-
cans, even Ms. Lister, enjoy today and
every day.

Mr. President, back in 1955, we were
taught that the code of the corps is
honor, courage, and commitment—
honor in the defense of freedom, cour-
age in the face of adversity and com-
mitment to the members of your unit
but, more important, to those folks at
home.

I am very proud to say that these
principles have guided my life, and I
hope that these would be the principles
that our society could emulate, not

values that should be considered ‘‘dis-
connected’’ with the norm. I am won-
dering who is really disconnected here.

The corps has always presented to its
new members a challenge for higher
standards and higher achievements. In
its 222-year history, they are incom-
parable and, yes, they are the guiding
light of all services and something of
which every American can be proud.

I understand Ms. Lister has sent an
apology to the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, General Krulak. That
might be enough for him, but it is not
enough for me. She claims that she was
quoted out of context. I don’t accept
that either. No one service should be
placed over another. Nobody has a cor-
ner on bravery or valor or commitment
to this country. But you must remem-
ber that it was these men and women
who fought and died for the blessings of
liberty for our Nation, and no one
should forget that their words still re-
flect today.

So I am saying Secretary Lister
should resign her post, because I per-
sonally think that she is unfit to serve
in a leadership position in the military
of this Nation. I am very sad about this
day.
f

GALLATIN EXCHANGE
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, we just

introduced a placeholder in a bill on
the Gallatin exchange to preserve that
option. It expires December 31. It is a
land exchange in the Gallatin National
Forest. I support that land exchange. I
did not want to get into an adjourn-
ment situation and let the time run
out and not have a placeholder, be-
cause I am concerned about one area in
particular, as is everybody. I heard the
concerns of my constituents in the
Bridger Bang Tail area of the Gallatin
National Forest and in the Taylor
Creek area. This area has to be kept in
the condition that it is now because it
is probably the most important migra-
tion area for wildlife we have from Yel-
lowstone Park into Montana and out of
Montana. This is a migration corridor
that must be protected.

We have an obligation to complete
this land exchange. It is a good land ex-
change. It is the right thing to do for
that particular part of our country,
and I will support it. Of course, the del-
egation from Montana will get to-
gether and work out the details. But I
wanted to put that in there to make
sure that our options are left open
when Congress comes back into ses-
sion, because I feel very strongly about
this area, about the preservation of
this area in the management of forests,
especially in very fragile areas and in
areas that are very, very important to
the migration of wildlife, in particular
elk and deer. We have introduced that
placeholder for those reasons today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

COATS). The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I be allowed to

speak for up to 15 minutes as if in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that David
Schindel, who is a fellow in my office,
be granted the privilege of the floor for
the remainder of this period of morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY TO
IMPROVE EDUCATION

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, as we
prepare to complete this first session of
the 105th Congress, I want to take a
moment to look back at one of the
great bipartisan accomplishments that
we have made this year, and also to
look forward to some important work
that still lies ahead.

I am referring specifically to the
work we have been able to do in put-
ting advanced technology to work to
improve education in the country.

Technology and better use of tech-
nology is critical in my home State of
New Mexico. It is a big State. We have
only a few concentrations of popu-
lation and economic activity, and tech-
nology offers us a way to bring commu-
nities closer together and offers us a
way to eliminate the gaps that sepa-
rate the ‘‘haves’’ and the ‘‘have-nots’’
in our State and throughout the coun-
try.

In more than half of American house-
holds with incomes of over $50,000, the
children have access to a computer at
home. But in my State the average
family earns about $26,000, and in that
income range the estimate is that one
in four children in those homes will
have access to a computer.

We need to do better in the public
sector, Mr. President, in providing
technology in our schools so that we
can use technology to narrow the gap
between the haves and have-nots, rath-
er than to allow that gap to increase.

In the past year, several magazines
have published articles that have chal-
lenged the idea that technology in
schools can really improve education.
The Atlantic Monthly had a cover
story called ‘‘The Computer Delusion.’’
There have been articles that consider
computers in schools to be ‘‘snake oil’’
or ‘‘the filmstrip of the 1990’s,’’ just to
cite some of the phrases used.

Those articles are one reason I was
interested in several recent reports
that have reviewed the hundreds of re-
search studies on the effects of edu-
cational technology on student
achievement. The Educational Testing
Service [ETS] did a report. Also, there
has been a study commissioned by the
Software Publishers Association [SPA].
The research results are uneven, but
there are solid peer-reviewed studies
that show significant improvement in
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student performance and attitude in all
age groups and all subject areas
through better use of technology. Over-
all, technology-based instruction is 30
percent more effective in improving
student achievement than instruction
that does not include the use of tech-
nology. This is the equivalent of about
3 months of additional learning each
year for our students.

The findings of these studies validate
the Federal investment in education
technology that we have made. I intro-
duced the Technology for Education
Act in 1994, and it became law later
that year. But when it did become law,
I don’t believe any of us could have
predicted the progress that could have
been made in these 3 short years. Let
me show you some charts, Mr. Presi-
dent, to indicate the progress that has
been made.

This first chart, I think, makes the
case very dramatically. It is a chart
that demonstrates computer availabil-
ity, that is, the students per computer,
from the period 1983–84 through this
just-completed school year, 1996–97.
You can see the dramatic improvement
that has occurred. In 1983–84, there
were 92 students per computer in our
public schools in this country. In this
last school year, there were seven stu-
dents per computer. That is significant
progress. Computers have become
much more available to students than
they ever were before.

Let me show another chart that is an
indicator of the progress that has been
made. This is a chart that shows con-
nections to the Internet. It shows how
those connections have continued to
increase rapidly: 65 percent of schools
are now connected to the Internet.
That is this green line on the chart. It
indicates 65 percent are now connected.
Only 14 percent of our classrooms are
connected, but that number is also in-
creasing rapidly. Real progress is being
made there as well.

This past summer, the Federal Com-
munications Commission approved
plans to implement the universal serv-
ices fund that will provide schools and
libraries with $2.25 billion in commu-
nications discounts next year. Thanks
to the leadership of Senators SNOWE,
ROCKEFELLER, EXON, and KERREY,
schools will have affordable access to
the Internet over the coming years.

So looking at these very positive
trends, one would think that students
are using computers a lot more, but
that is not really the case, Mr. Presi-
dent. Let me show you one more chart
that indicates the concern I have.

This is a chart from a recent report
by Education Week, a publication enti-
tled ‘‘Technology Counts.’’ It shows
that more than half of the eighth grade
math students never or hardly ever use
computers in their classrooms. Only 12
percent use computers almost every
day. In my State, the numbers are even
more startling. Two-thirds of the
eighth grade math students indicate
that they hardly ever use computers; 11
percent in my State indicate that they

use computers almost every day. This
chart is a graphic depiction of those
statistics.

Another recent report by the CEO
Forum, the Chief Executive Officers
Forum, supports this same finding.
Only 3 percent of schools have fully in-
tegrated technology into teaching.

This means that we’re making
progress in some places, but that some
important barriers are stopping our
progress in other schools.

This past weekend, the Congress
passed the spending bill for the Depart-
ment of Education, and I was privi-
leged to be at the White House this
morning when President Clinton signed
that bill. It contains significant in-
creases for programs authorized by the
bill that I introduced back in 1994.

Let me show on this final chart that
I have here this afternoon some of the
increases that we have been able to ac-
complish in a bipartisan way this year.

In the technology literacy challenge
fund—that is grant money that goes to
States and school districts to support
better use of technology—in fiscal year
1997, we appropriated $200 million. In
the bill signed by the President today
that number goes to $425 million. So it
is more than twice the amount of fund-
ing.

In the technology innovation chal-
lenge grants the figure for 1997 was $57
million. The figure for 1998 is $76 mil-
lion.

This year, for the very first time, we
have funds earmarked to go specifi-
cally to train teachers to use tech-
nology more effectively. That is $30
million that was added in by the appro-
priators, and I think very wisely added.
I think we have all begun to recognize
that that is an item that needs addi-
tional attention.

This last item is crucially important.
We need a balanced investment in tech-
nology. Balanced investment in edu-
cational technology means more than
just buying the right hardware and
software, it means investing in the
training of the teachers and the admin-
istrators to use the software and the
hardware.

Experts say that we should invest 30
percent of our technology budget in
training. Nationally, we are investing
less than 10 percent in training today.
In my State, the estimate is that we
are investing less than 5 percent of the
funds that go into educational tech-
nology in the training of teachers to
use that technology. Lack of teacher
training will be the biggest barrier
that we have to progress in this area.

This problem is described in a report
entitled ‘‘Technology and the New Pro-
fessional Teacher: Preparing for the
21st Century Classroom.’’

That is a report from the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education [NCATE]. They indicate
that 2 million new teachers will be
hired in the next decade.

Here is a quote from that report. It
says:

If teachers don’t understand how to use
technology effectively to promote student

learning, the billions of dollars being in-
vested in educational technology initiatives
will be wasted.

Colleges of education clearly need to
change the way they train new teach-
ers. And if today’s teacher candidates
are taught with technology, then they
will teach using technology them-
selves.

So that is why I introduced earlier in
this Congress the Technology for
Teachers Act and worked for the $30
million appropriation that I just re-
ferred to. Clearly, Senators HARKIN and
MURRAY here in the Senate deserve
great credit for their support and their
advocacy on these issues as well.

The appropriation will provide com-
petitive grants to States and will sup-
port growth and dissemination of the
most effective programs for teacher
training in the use of technology.

This $30 million, as I see it, is a
downpayment on what will need to be a
very long-term investment in tomor-
row’s teachers. And I intend to work
for, at least, a doubling of that in next
year’s budget. I think that is clearly
the direction we need to move in.

The Federal Government plays an
important role in promoting the use of
technology in education. But there are
obviously other extremely important
participants. The States and the school
districts are developing challenging
new standards. University researchers
are discovering diverse ways that peo-
ple learn.

The role of the teacher is changing.
The teacher is no longer going to be
just a lecturer but rather a learning
coach to the students. The software in-
dustry is developing powerful new
learning tools.

All of these efforts are pieces of a
large and complex puzzle. Without a
national strategy for coordination of
these efforts, and without reliable data
on what works, we will never get all of
the puzzle’s pieces to fit together.

I am interested in what I read in a re-
cent report from the President’s Com-
mittee of Advisors on Science and
Technology [PCAST]. That report
stressed the need for more research as
we introduce more technology into our
schools. We need to study which ap-
proaches in this area are most effec-
tive, and we need to determine the best
investment mixture among hardware,
software, training, and other cat-
egories.

As we come to the end of this Con-
gress, I ask my colleagues to join me
next year as we build on the progress
that has been made here, the very sub-
stantial bipartisan progress. We need
to take some new steps in promoting
education technology. We need to con-
tinue our investment, of course, both
in computers and in Internet connec-
tions. We need to increase substan-
tially the investment in teacher train-
ing. And we need to promote new in-
vestments in research on the effective
use of educational technology.

The Federal Government can play a
crucial role by promoting greater co-
ordination and collaboration among
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the private sector and university re-
searchers and educators and State and
local governments.

There are several ways to accomplish
this. We can do so through a federally
funded research and development cen-
ter, or a consortium of private firms,
or a network of universities and
schools and companies and agencies.
The participants will have to make the
final decision as to what mechanism
works best.

The cost of this initiative, like the
decisionmaking process, should not be
the sole responsibility of the Federal
Government. The costs should be
shared by all the participants.

Mr. President, I am proud of the
progress that we have made on provid-
ing educational technology so it can be
used to upgrade education in our
schools. And I am very encouraged by
the data that shows the first beneficial
impacts in our schools, but we have a
great deal left to do. The President and
many here in Congress deserve credit
for the progress that has been made,
but obviously their continued effort
will be needed in the future.

The private sector, universities, and
educational agencies need to work to-
gether to create a new culture of col-
laboration that will give teachers and
their students the full benefit of these
new technologies that are being devel-
oped.

Mr. President, on a personal note, I
also want to particularly acknowledge
the excellent work that David Schindel
has done as a fellow in my office
throughout the year on this issue of
educational technology, as well as sev-
eral other issues. His accomplishments
have been extremely useful to me and I
think to the Senate. I appreciate his
good work.

Mr. President, with that I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to speak in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes in morning
business.

Mr. ENZI. Thank you, Mr. President.
f

THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL
AUDIT PROTECTION ACT

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I come to
the floor—in the waning hours of this
session—to express my continuing frus-
tration with the way that the Environ-
mental Protection Agency is handling
Wyoming’s environmental audit law.
The troubles began last September,
when the EPA delayed granting final
approval of Wyoming’s clean air per-
mitting plan.

Earlier this year, I joined with the
other Members of Wyoming’s congres-
sional delegation in sending a letter to
Administrator Carol Browner at the
EPA. We suggested that it was inappro-
priate to withhold delegation of Clean
Air Act permitting authority because
of the State’s environmental audit law.
Administrator Browner responded with
an assurance that,

EPA has not taken steps to withhold fur-
ther delegations of Federal programs in Wy-
oming as a result of the State environmental
audit law.

In September, the EPA announced
that it had completed its review of Wy-
oming’s audit law. It found that,

The State won’t need to make statutory
changes to the self-audit law to retain pri-
macy over Federal laws like the Clean Air
Act.

The EPA went on to say that,
The law shouldn’t interfere with the Wyo-

ming Department of Environmental
Quality’s efforts to gain primacy over sev-
eral other Federal programs.

Mr. President, in spite of Ms.
Browner’s assurances, there has been a
very real and ongoing manipulation of
States that attempt to craft sensible
audit laws. I trust that my colleagues
from Colorado, Utah, Michigan, and
Texas would be able to verify that ac-
tivity. Their States have all been co-
erced by the EPA into changing their
audit laws.

On October 29, I introduced the State
Environmental Audit Protection Act,
which is S. 1332. This bill would provide
a safe harbor from EPA’s coercive ac-
tions for States that adopt reasonable
audit laws. The next day, the Senate
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee held a very good hearing on the
issue. We listened to an excellent panel
of witnesses on both sides of the issue.
Both myself, and Senator HUTCHISON of
Texas—who has also introduced legisla-
tion to resolve this problem—testified
on the need for Federal legislation.

I was interested to read in the paper
on October 30, the day after the hear-
ing, that the EPA is now requiring Wy-
oming to change its law. The EPA has
submitted legislation to a special ses-
sion of the Wyoming legislature. On
Monday, a joint committee in Chey-
enne heard preliminary testimony on
the revisions. The proposal would
strike at least 50 percent of Wyoming’s
law regarding discovery of evidence in
criminal proceedings.

A State environmental audit law is
designed to help clean up the environ-
ment. In Wyoming, we created our
State law to provide incentives for
good faith efforts. We thoroughly de-
bated this issue in the Wyoming State
legislature. We consulted with the
State Department of Environmental
Quality and different stakeholder
groups. We wanted to provide a mecha-
nism that would encourage people to
make an extra effort—an extra effort—
to clean up the environment in their
communities. We debated it in a Demo-
cratic forum and we passed a consensus
bill. And we passed it by more than a
two-thirds vote in each body.

Our State law allows an entity to
hire an auditor to review their oper-
ations. The entity might be a town
that is trying to examine its storm
drainage system. It might be a hospital
that wants to review its air emissions.
It might be a college or school district
whose vocational education depart-
ment uses solvents. It might be a com-
pany that maintains a construction
yard, or a garage. These are all entities
that may be affecting their environ-
ment without even knowing the con-
sequences of their operations.

Some of them are on regular inspec-
tion schedules, but the majority of
them will never be inspected.

How many of those entities would
know, with 100 percent certainty, that
they are in full compliance with all ap-
plicable State and Federal laws? How
many of them think they are in com-
pliance? How many of them don’t
know? How many inspectors are out
there randomly checking these facili-
ties?

These are questions I cannot answer.
In fact, I asked a similar question to
the Environmental Protection Agency
in Senator CHAFEE’s committee hear-
ing. There was a general notion of how
many EPA inspectors were employed,
but they did not know how many total
inspectors are out there. Furthermore,
they could not say what percentage of
regulated entities were on an actual in-
spection schedule.

There is one simple question here
that I can answer. That is, how many
of those regulated entities would ask
an EPA inspector to come around and
take a look? How many of them would
trust the EPA to offer friendly advice.

The answer to these questions, my
friends, is zero. People don’t trust the
EPA any more than they trust the IRS.

The fact is, Mr. President, most of
these entities are afraid of the EPA.
Most of them are unaware that their
operations could land them in Federal
court. They are unfamiliar with the
regulations and they are afraid to find
out if they are in compliance. They are
afraid because if they search for prob-
lems and find them, they may be fined
and even sued. And if they are sued,
their own review has given regulators a
roadmap for prosecution.

No small business is going to spend
money to hire an auditor to collect evi-
dence for regulators to use against the
small business. And I do not believe
more heavy handed enforcement is the
answer. We, as legislators, should be
able to encourage entities to look for
problems. We can designlegislation
that protects good faith efforts, with-
out sacrificing traditional enforce-
ment. We can design legislation that
promotes cooperation toward a cleaner
environment.

The EPA and the Department of Jus-
tice rely heavily on enforcement as a
deterrent. But in spite of Vice Presi-
dent GORE’s reinventing Government
proposals—and in spite of President
Clinton’s commitment to revinventing
regulations—neither the EPA nor the
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Department of Justice have supported
any statutory compliance assistance
programs. Their command and control
methods remain firmly ensconced—not
just in rhetoric, but in practice.

I agree that strong enforcement is
necessary as a deterrent against envi-
ronmental violations. I have never sug-
gested that we should hamstring our
regulators. We can, however, look at
audit laws as a positive and reasonable
way to supplement strong enforcement.
When the goal is a cleaner, healthier
environment, we should not be afraid
to be innovative. We can do it in a rea-
sonable and thoughtful way. We can
agree not to penalize good behavior.

The EPA and the Department of Jus-
tice have shown a complete unwilling-
ness, however, to cooperate. They have
repeatedly argued against State and
Federal audit laws. They maintain that
such laws are unnecessary and dan-
gerous. They describe numerous imagi-
native scenarios where laws could be
abused. When asked for constructive
suggestions, however, they choose in-
stead to mischaracterize audit laws,
implying that there is no middle
ground. In the rhetorical attacks on
audit laws, the EPA and Department of
Justice always start by constructing
their own premises—not those of the
actual law—so the most frightful con-
clusions can be drawn to support their
position.

I point this out because the term ‘‘se-
crecy’’ has been the most recurrent fal-
lacy dragged across this debate. It was
used to excess in the recent Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee
hearing. The EPA maintains the dan-
ger of secrecy by suggesting that audit
laws will shield evidence of wrongdoing
and impede public access to informa-
tion.

Nobody in this body has been talking
about creating an audit law to allow
secrecy or fraud. These are things the
EPA argues against. They are things I
have argued against. Under a well-
crafted audit law, this kind of abuse
can be easily avoided.

First, the EPA claims companies will
conduct audits to hide evidence. I want
to expose the holes in that argument.
An audit report can only include infor-
mation gathered during a specific time
period and according to a defined audit
procedure. Because privilege is not ex-
tended to cover fraud or criminal ac-
tivity, it cannot reach back to cover
prior malfeasance.

For example, in Wyoming, before a
company conducts an audit pursuant
to our State law, they must tell the
regulators they plan to conduct an
audit. Only information that is gath-
ered after that date, and as a part of
the audit, can fall under the audit pro-
tections. An audit report cannot in-
clude information that is otherwise re-
quired to be disclosed, such as emis-
sions monitoring. It can only include
information that is voluntarily dis-
closed.

How does the privilege work in prac-
tice? First, if nothing is discovered and

nothing is disclosed, the report may
not be privileged. If the company does
find a deficiency during the audit, then
it must report the problem and clean it
up with due diligence. If these condi-
tions are not met, then it cannot assert
privilege to the information related to
the deficiency. The privileged informa-
tion is never secret because the defi-
ciency must be disclosed.

Remember, the company must report
the deficiency and clean it up to assert
privilege. The public can view the dis-
closure form. They can know about the
problem and they can make sure it is
cleaned up. As long as these conditions
for privilege are met, the report may
not be admitted as evidence in a civil
or administrative action. The end re-
sult of this is a cleaner environment—
not secrecy—as the EPA suggests.

One only has to think logically to ex-
pose the flaws in EPA’s arguments
about secrecy. If a company says they
are going to conduct an audit, then
they must find violations, disclose
them, and clean them up to get any
benefit from the law. If they don’t dis-
close anything, they gain no protec-
tions from an audit law. A company
would not spend money to conduct an
audit and then keep the violations se-
cret. If they did so, they would face
criminal liability for knowingly violat-
ing the law.

I ask my colleagues, if a company
conducts an audit, discloses its viola-
tions, and cleans them up, what have
we lost? Haven’t we improved environ-
mental quality? That is the goal of our
environmental laws. That is the point
of compliance assistance.

The EPA and Department of Justice
maintain that audit laws run counter
to our common interest in encouraging
the kind of openness that builds trust
between regulating agencies, the regu-
lated community, and the public.

Mr. President, litigation does not
build trust. Using voluntarily gathered
information to prosecute good actors
does not build trust. Enforcement de-
pends on intimidation to act as a pow-
erful deterrent. But it does not build
trust.

Reasonable audit laws will promote
cooperation between regulated entities
and their regulators. We should ensure
that people who act in good faith and
who go the extra mile don’t face strict-
er enforcement than those companies
that do nothing. Audit laws do build
trust.

Most importantly, they will result in
a cleaner and healthier environment.

I look forward to working on this
issue when the Senate reconvenes next
year. It has been a broad bipartisan
issue in the States and I know it can be
a broad bipartisan solution here in the
U.S. Senate.

I yield the floor.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask if it is appropriate that I be al-
lowed to address the Senate in morning
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is
more than appropriate. The Senator
from Connecticut is recognized to
speak in morning business for up to 10
minutes.
f

BOSNIA AND IRAQ

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, a
short while ago, the Senate adopted
the foreign operations bill. Last week,
the Senate adopted the Department of
Defense authorization bill. Previous to
that, we adopted the Defense appro-
priations bill for the coming year—all
of those aimed at keeping America
both strong and involved in the world.

There is no small measure of com-
mon sense and reason for us to do that.
Mr. President, all we have to do is fol-
low the news of the day to see how
much our own leadership in the world
is depended upon by other people and
how critical that leadership is to the
peace and stability of the world. This
is, apparently, the last day in which
the people’s forum, the Senate Cham-
ber, will be open for public discussion,
particularly in morning business,
which is such an extraordinary and, I
think, constructive forum for public
debate.

I want to address my colleagues on
two matters that may well be acted
upon, or decided partially at least, in
the time after we leave this first ses-
sion of the 105th Congress and before
we come back in January. Those are
events abroad relating to, first, Bosnia
and then to Iraq.

Mr. President, if I may speak briefly
about the situation in Bosnia. As the
record is clear here, acts of aggression
were occurring, acts of genocide,
slaughter, unseen in Europe since the
end of the Second World War which, in
this case, was being portrayed on our
television screens every night, bringing
understandable agitation and demands
for action. Ultimately, particularly
after the fall of Srebrenica and the
slaughter that occurred there, the
President led the NATO forces to deci-
sive airstrikes, which led to the Day-
ton conference, which led to the Day-
ton peace accords and to the cessation
of hostilities on the ground in Bosnia
and the beginning of a civilian recon-
struction of that war-torn country,
based on the Dayton agreements, based
on a goal of trying, over a period of
time, to reconstruct a multiethnic
country there in Bosnia, on the
premise that partition into ethnic con-
claves was inherently unstable because
one group would inevitably strike an-
other group. If one looks at this glass,
there is still plenty of empty room in
it. It is also a glass that, thanks to the
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allied effort, an effort that encom-
passes in this case Russia as well, not
only has the slaughtering stopped and
have troops been disengaged, but there
is substantial progress being made on
the road to civilian reconstruction.

I have felt all along, Mr. President,
that we made a mistake in setting
deadlines for the presence of American
personnel as part of, first, the IFOR
and then the SFOR—Implementation
Force and then the Stabilization
Force—in Bosnia. I understand that
the deadline was probably attached as
a way to garner sufficient support for
the American involvement. But, in my
opinion, respectfully, it was a mistake.
Better to have set out goals for our
participation in Bosnia and when those
goals were reached to withdraw, than
to establish the expectation, both in
this Chamber and more broadly among
the public, that we were going to pull
out by a date certain, only to have to
come back and say, no, no, no, that is
not what we meant, and then imposing
another deadline.

It is clear from statements that are
coming from the President, the Sec-
retary of State, others in the adminis-
tration of our country, and our allies
in Europe, that there is a strong incli-
nation to keep American troops on the
ground in Bosnia as part of a follow-on
force after the previously, and I think
mistakenly, set deadline of June 30,
1998. I support that inclination. I hope
it is a fact, because I think if we pull
out now—we Americans—the Euro-
peans will follow suit, and what is like-
ly to take place at this stage is a slide
back downward into the pit of separa-
tion and of conflict.

I do hope that, in extending our pres-
ence there, we are mindful of two fac-
tors. One is to not repeat the mistake
of again setting an artificially explicit
deadline. If we are going to stay there,
let’s try to define the goals most com-
fortably related to the Dayton process,
the Dayton agreement, and see if we
can express more generally what those
goals are, and when we achieve them,
be ready to pull out.

Some have said—and it may be a
good beginning point—that we can and
should leave, we should not be there for
a long time, we certainly should not be
there forever. We can and should leave
when the Dayton peace process appears
to be self-sustaining. That is not a bad
goal. So I hope, one, we don’t repeat
the mistake of setting an artificial and
misleading deadline.

Second, if we decide to keep Amer-
ican troops as part of the follow-on
peacekeeping force in Bosnia as a way
of guaranteeing that the conflict does
not erupt there again, that we don’t
threaten stability in Europe, that we
don’t run the risk of a wider war
throughout the Balkans and beyond. If
we decide to keep American troops
there, I hope we will leave it to the
professional soldiers, to the Pentagon,
to the Secretary of Defense, advised by
our military on the ground in Bosnia,
by the chiefs of the services involved

here in the Pentagon, as to how many
American troops we want to leave
there. There has been some indication,
some comment, that it would be a good
idea to reduce the number of American
personnel there as a way of showing
that we continue to be on the way out.
The fact is that we started out with al-
most 30,000; we are down to about 8,500
American personnel.

The point I want to make is this: The
administration should not feel pres-
sured, as a way to build more support
here or among the American people for
our continued presence in Bosnia, to
reduce the number of American sol-
diers that are there, unless that is
what the generals in charge and the
Secretary of Defense advise and re-
quest. We are getting down to a rel-
atively small number of Americans
there. We have an obligation to each
and every one of them to make sure
that we keep a critical mass present on
the ground so that, in case of trouble,
in case of conflict, in case of the erup-
tion of hostilities, we have enough peo-
ple and resources there so that we can
minimize the risk of any damage to our
personnel.

This is an occasion like the next one
I want to speak of, where, though there
is disagreement here among Members
of the Senate and the other body and
the American people about whether or
not and under what circumstances or
not American personnel should remain
in Bosnia, this Senator is convinced
that if the President as Commander in
Chief states the case, and particularly
one which is strongly backed up, as to
the number of American personnel
there by our military, the majority of
the Congress across party lines will
support the President in that leader-
ship.

Second, Mr. President, is the ques-
tion of Iraq—once again, very much on
our minds and, once again, threatening
stability under Saddam Hussein in the
Middle East, an area of vital interest
to the United States, morally, mili-
tarily and economically. This is a cri-
sis that is totally the work of one
man—Saddam Hussein. An agreement
made to end the gulf war, in which we
were the dominant power, with our al-
lies involved an agreement by Iraq to
have international inspection teams
constantly there to make sure that
Saddam Hussein and his government
were not concealing or constructing
weapons of mass destruction—ballistic
missiles—done not in a punitive way,
but because the record makes clear
who Saddam Hussein is and what he is
prepared to do. In the time he has been
the leader of Iraq—I believe I have this
number right—he has carried out five
invasions of neighboring countries.
When he has had capacity to wage war-
fare with gas, a relatively rudimentary
form of chemical warfare, he has done
so. He has used gas against his own
people in Iraq to suppress an uprising.
He used it against the Iranians in the
Iraq-Iran war during the 1980’s. There
is some evidence to believe that he

would have armed his personnel in the
gulf war with chemical weapons that
might have been used against Amer-
ican personnel were it not for his fear
that we might retaliate with nuclear
weapons.

So we know the ambitions of this
leader, we know his willingness, be-
yond the formal considerations of dev-
astation to humans, to use every weap-
on in his control to achieve a wider he-
gemony over the Middle East and par-
ticularly over the oil resources there
that we continue to depend on.

As I said before, this crisis is one
that is totally of his making—by for-
bidding Americans from being part of
this international inspection team, by
threatening now to evict, to eject, to
push out of Iraq that small number of
Americans that are part of that inspec-
tion team. And while the threat posed
at the current moment is not as vis-
ually frightening and destabilizing as
the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990, its
consequences, the consequences of U.N.
inspections stopping and the Iraqis de-
veloping and broadening their capacity
at special warfare, at warfare with
weapons of mass destruction and the
ballistic missile capacity to deliver
them to distant targets, is every bit as
consequential and profoundly disrup-
tive of stability in the Middle East and
profoundly threatening to the vital in-
terests of the United States, and we
have little choice but to respond.

The threat may be at least as fun-
damental and destabilizing as the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait in 1990. But the
challenge to leadership internationally
will be to marshal the same kind of
international coalition against the pos-
sibility of Iraqi aggression that was
marshaled in 1990 and 1991.

Part of the problem is that time has
passed and people’s taste for conflict is
reduced. People in some sense have to
be reminded of what is on the line.
Part of the problem is that some of
those nations that stood by our side
and fought with us in the Gulf war may
have short memories and be drawn
more by economic interests in doing
business with Iraq than a realistic ap-
preciation of the consequences of al-
lowing Saddam Hussein to develop
chemical weapons of mass destruction
and ballistic missiles to deliver them.
It won’t be easy for those in the alli-
ance—the international alliance—who
understand the seriousness of this
threat from Iraq under Saddam Hus-
sein to marshal as broad an inter-
national coalition to respond. But it is
most certainly a worthy effort and in
our national interest.

If we cannot by inspection guarantee
that Saddam Hussein is not developing
weapons of mass destruction and the
ballistic missile capacity to deliver
them against our troops on land and
sea in the region to our allies in the
Arab world and in Israel, then we must
consider doing so by intervention—if
not by inspection, then by interven-
tion. Because history tells us—and it is
fresh history—that whatever capacity
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for war making Saddam Hussein devel-
ops and possesses, he will use. And that
is why it is so critical to deny him that
capacity.

The specific course that President
Clinton and some of those of our allies
who seem more likely to stand with
us—such as the British, probably the
Turkish, others, hopefully in the mod-
erate nations of the Arab world—the
specific course that President Clinton
as Commander in Chief chooses to take
is, of course, respectfully his judgment.
But I hope in the fateful days that are
ahead when this Congress is out of ses-
sion and these decisions will probably
have to be made that the President ap-
preciates what I sense as I talk to col-
leagues here in the Senate, that there
is a broad bipartisan understanding of
the seriousness of the challenge that
Saddam Hussein has cleverly and dia-
bolically set before us; and that there
will be broad bipartisan support for an
effective response as determined by the
President of the United States, hope-
fully in joint action with a large num-
ber of our allies.

So, Mr. President, this has been a
long session—a session of extraor-
dinary accomplishments, certainly on
the balanced budget, and some dis-
appointment, of course, as always is
the case in other areas.

But, as we depart, we leave some im-
mense decisions to be made by the
President and the administration. And
I hope that they will be made in the
spirit that this Congress across party
lines will support the Commander in
Chief when he chooses to lead, and that
across party lines we understand that
partisanship, though it may occasion-
ally rear its head too often perhaps
here in Congress, certainly does end at
the Nation’s coasts when our security
and our values are threatened through-
out the world.

I thank the Chair. I thank my col-
leagues for their patience.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ALLARD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
f

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 2:30 p.m. under
the same terms as previously agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLARD. I yield the floor.
Mr. TORRICELLI addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey.
Mr. TORRICELLI. Thank you, Mr.

President.
f

A PERSONAL MESSAGE TO
SADDAM HUSSEIN

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, al-
most 10 years ago I had an opportunity

in visiting Baghdad to meet with Sad-
dam Hussein and members of his cabi-
net.

I went to Iraq because of a brutal and
seemingly endless conflict between the
armies of Iran and Iraq that were con-
suming hundreds of thousands of lives.
Like many people in our Government, I
was concerned about how this would
impact the region, and whether, in-
deed, it threatened world peace. I left
Baghdad with unmistakable impres-
sions of Saddam Hussein who contin-
ued to influence my own judgment, and
which I revisit now—that we are on the
verge of yet another conflict with the
army of Iraq.

President Hussein knew little of the
Western World, and profoundly mis-
understood the United States. Because
we are a good and a decent people will-
ing to engage in dialog, it was inter-
preted as a lack of resolve; a failure of
will.

It was for these reasons when Presi-
dent Bush sent American forces to the
Persian Gulf that I was proud as a
Member of the House of Representa-
tives to be the Democratic sponsor of
the war resolution.

In the years since American men and
women triumphed in the Persian Gulf
war to uphold the will of the United
Nations and serve the best traditions of
our country, the Saddam Hussein that
I met on that day has not only not
changed; he remarkably seems to have
learned very little.

His rape and pillage of Kuwait is now
known to have included not simply
combatants but thousands of innocent
Kuwaiti citizens. Six years after his re-
treat from Kuwait he continues to hold
620 unaccounted for Kuwaiti civilians.
Upon his retreat he torched the land
with oil fires and sullied the water, cre-
ating the largest oilspill and oil fires in
history.

In 1988, he employed mustard gas
against his own people killing more
than 5,000 Kurds.

The Saddam Hussein that America
met in the Persian Gulf war was not an
isolated departure from good judg-
ment. It was part of a long record of
brutality against his own people and
his neighbors.

Today we are on the verge of yet an-
other conflict with Saddam Hussein,
because not only is there a long tradi-
tion of such irresponsible international
behavior but because nothing seem-
ingly has changed.

In 1992, he violated the terms of the
gulf war cease-fire by moving anti-
aircraft missiles into northern and
southern Iraq. The world responded.
The coalition held. And more than 100
United States, British, and French
planes fired on missile stations.

A year later—in 1993—still not hav-
ing learned the price of his
misjudgements, Saddam Hussein or-
dered an attempt on the life of former
President George Bush. President Bush
was visiting Kuwait. Not only was Sad-
dam Hussein not humbled in the face of
the victor; he planned an assassination

leading to an American military re-
sponse against his intelligence head-
quarters.

In 1994, he sent battalions of Iraqis 20
miles north of the Kuwaiti border.
Again, the United States needed to re-
spond and 40,000 troops were again sent
to the Persian Gulf.

And, last year, despite a willingness
by the United Nations to begin easing
sanctions in order to ease the pain on
the Iraqi people in a food for oil pro-
gram that was instituted, Saddam Hus-
sein responded by military attack
against the Kurds in the town of Erbil
needing a response with the oil for food
program.

There are few comparisons in con-
temporary history of any leader in any
government that has so routinely mis-
calculated at the disadvantage of his
government and himself.

The Saddam Hussein that I met a
decade ago may not have understood
much about the world, or his place in
it, the relative power of his country as
opposed to potential adversaries, the
use of technology, his measure of inter-
national will—his misunderstanding of
the United States may have been leg-
endary—but it is almost unbelievable
that with these annual confrontations,
this extraordinary record of mis-
calculations, that virtually nothing
seems to have been learned.

What more is necessary to be under-
stood about the resolve of the United
States? This Government is clearly
prepared to pay the price to maintain
the peace in the Middle East. This
country has a deep determination to
deny Saddam Hussein every and all
classes of weapons of mass destruction.

The United States will provide lead-
ership for international response when
necessary, but clearly is both capable
and willing to act unilaterally if re-
quired.

What is it, Saddam Hussein, that you
do not understand about the world re-
solve? And what is it about us that
could still be unclear?

Last month, this long and extraor-
dinary record of miscalculation added
yet another chapter. Saddam Hussein
barred access to U.N. weapons inspec-
tors under the pretext that they in-
cluded American citizens. He chal-
lenged the right of the United States to
be a part of the inspection teams of the
United Nations, and asked rhetorically
by what right we would be present.

Saddam Hussein, it comes to mind
that the United States has about
500,000 reasons why we have a right to
participate and will demand full com-
pliance—a reason for every man and
woman that left family, friends and
home to put their lives on the line in
the Persian Gulf war to end your occu-
pation of Kuwait. And those 500,000 rea-
sons have not yet run their course.
They will stand for a long time.

The record since the United Nations
began the inspections to ensure compli-
ance with its resolutions has not been
without success.

Since 1991, U.N. inspectors have
found and destroyed more illegal weap-
ons in Iraq than were destroyed during
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the entire Persian Gulf war. Surveil-
lance cameras to monitor weapons ac-
tivities were installed. This is a regime
imposed by the United Nations of
weapons inspection that has and can
yield real results. But, as we now stand
on the verge of yet another military
confrontation, it is necessary to face
the unmistakable and painful truth
that there is no reason to believe that
anything has changed in Baghdad.

This week, the Washington Times re-
vealed that Saddam Hussein has been
intending to buy five electronic war-
fare systems that would allow him to
detect and destroy radar-evading air-
craft.

The weapons markets of the world
have routinely been contacted by Iraqi
agents and representatives still seek-
ing military technology.

This is important lest we fail to un-
derstand that the strategy of frustrat-
ing U.N. inspectors and noncompliance
is not happening in a vacuum. It is part
of an ongoing strategy to restore mili-
tary capability.

The lessons of the Persian Gulf war
and our experience through our sac-
rifices have yielded more than simply
the destruction of these weapons.
There is another great lesson that the
Persian Gulf war has left the United
States, the United Nations and the
international community. It is, first,
that the international community is
capable of acting in concert for com-
mon purpose, but it is also that there is
by definition a class of nations with
leaders who are easily identifiable who
are so irresponsible by their actions,
who act in such contempt of inter-
national normal standards of conduct
and international law that the inter-
national community will take it upon
itself to deny them aspects of their
own sovereignty.

Of all the things that Saddam Hus-
sein failed to learn about us and our re-
solve and our capability or the inter-
national community’s ability to act in
concert it is the single lesson that is
the foundation of the current crisis.
Saddam Hussein will not be allowed to
have weapons of mass destruction or
wage war on his own people or regain
great military capability because as a
consequence of the Persian Gulf war
and the invasion of Kuwait, the inter-
national community has decided to
deny him that sovereign right of other
nations to possess certain weapons and
conduct their own affairs today, tomor-
row and potentially forever.

It is not only a lesson of the Persian
Gulf war; it is a gift of this generation
to succeeding generations that some-
thing has been learned by the history
of the 20th century. And the primary
pupil of this lesson will be Saddam
Hussein, in life or in death, today or
tomorrow, one way or another.

I know every Member of this Senate,
indeed, the entire U.S. Government, is
in prayerful hope that military con-
frontation is avoided. In an age when
military weapons hold such power and
the destructive capability is so great,

conflict must always be avoided when
possible. That is our nature. It speaks
well of our people that this is our re-
solve.

Saddam Hussein, with so many mis-
calculations, so many mistakes that
caused so much harm for your people,
do not miscalculate again.

There is in this Senate, I know, noth-
ing but affection for the people of Iraq,
an abiding hope that there will be a
day when not only we can meet them
again in friendship but the Members of
this Senate may vote to send an am-
bassador of good intention and good
will to Baghdad to normalize relations.
Between this day and that is either the
learning of a fundamental lesson by
Saddam Hussein against all odds and
all experience or that the people of Iraq
take their future in their hands against
extraordinary odds and regain respon-
sible leadership.

I do not know, Mr. President, how
this crisis will be resolved. Indeed, no
one could predict. Only that somehow
we be understood and that somehow
the United Nations obtain the strength
and resolve to see its judgments ful-
filled. All the frustration of these years
and all the sacrifice from the inter-
national community can still have real
meaning if this lesson will be learned
not simply by Saddam Hussein but by
all the dictators, all the despots to
come who would abuse their people and
wage war. If we can stand together
here, finally have the lesson learned,
all this will have had real meaning.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COATS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

LARD). The Senator from Indiana.
f

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. COATS. I ask unanimous consent
that morning business be extended
until 3 p.m. under the same terms as
previously ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask that
I may speak in morning business for up
to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

REMARKS OF SARA LISTER
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, on Tues-

day of this week, our Nation celebrated
Veterans Day. I had the pleasure of re-
turning to Indiana and talking to some
of our veterans and speaking to an im-
portant group about the meaning of
Veterans Day and the contributions
veterans have made to our country and
their sacrifices. We honor Americans
on that day, both men and women, who
served in both peace and war, as watch-
men and women on the wall of freedom.
We honor them by remembering their
heroism, passing stories of their char-
acter and courage from generation to
generation.

It is disappointing and extremely un-
fortunate that in this very same week

the Assistant Secretary of the Army,
Ms. Sara Lister, made some remarks to
a group to whom she was speaking at
Harvard, referring to members of the
U.S. Marine Corps as ‘‘extremists.’’ I
quote her. She says the Marines are
‘‘extremists. Wherever you have ex-
tremists, you’ve got some risks of total
disconnection with society. And that’s
a little dangerous.’’

Now, subsequently, Ms. Lister has
penned a letter of apology to the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps, General
Krulak, in which she says it’s unfortu-
nate that my remarks were taken out
of context. It’s unfortunate that they
were misinterpreted.

Now, all of us in the business of poli-
tics have had occasion to pick up the
paper in the morning and seen our re-
marks taken out of context and be mis-
interpreted. So I appreciate that this
sort of thing often takes place. I truly
hope that in this case these remarks
were taken out of context and that
they were misinterpreted. I am con-
cerned that they were not. I have asked
for a tape or transcript of the presen-
tation by Ms. Lister at the Harvard
group so that I can understand the con-
text. It is not really understandable or
discernible at this particular point.

I am disturbed that one of our top ci-
vilian appointees at the Pentagon
could make such a statement. It is
hard for me to construct any context
in which the use of the word ‘‘extre-
mism,’’ and the phrase a ‘‘total dis-
connection between our society’’ and
the U.S. Marine Corps is appropriate. I
don’t understand in what context that
could be presented that would explain
the use of those remarks and the state-
ment that this is a ‘‘dangerous’’ situa-
tion.

And so I rise today to raise serious
questions about the continued leader-
ship of Ms. Lister as Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army. By her remarks,
she has offended not only the 174,000
active duty members of the Marine
Corps but the 2.1 million Marine Corps
veterans and, frankly, all Americans.

The Marine Corps teaches truths and
convictions which are becoming more
rare in today’s society, and it is the
continuity of these values in the Ma-
rine Corps which has produced men and
women of character and honor who are
ready and willing to sacrifice their
lives in defense of their country.

I would commend to Ms. Lister a
piece which appeared in the Sunday
Parade magazine, probably in most
Sunday papers across our country. It
featured a very insightful story of re-
cruits in the Marine Corps and what we
can learn from the Marine Corps. The
article correctly shows that the Marine
Corps teaches and trains young people
important values.

If these values are extremism, then I
suggest that is what we need more of in
this country. Let me just quote a few
things from the article.

In a society that seems to have trouble
transmitting healthy values, the Marines
stand out as a successful institution that un-
abashedly teaches those values . . .
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For the first time in their lives, many en-

countered absolute standards; tell the truth.
Don’t give up. Don’t whine. Look out for the
group before you look out for yourself. Al-
ways do your best . . . Judge others by their
actions, not their words or their race. . .
Don’t pursue happiness; pursue excellence.
Make a habit of that, and you can have a ful-
filling life.

The recruits learned that money isn’t the
measure of a man; that a person’s real
wealth is in his character.

The recruits generally seemed to find race
relations less of an issue at boot camp than
in the neighborhoods they’d left behind.

The author of the article goes on to
say:

If America were more like the Marines, ar-
gued a recruit from New Jersey, there would
be less crime, less racial tension among peo-
ple, because Marine Corps discipline is all
about brotherhood.

With their emphasis on honor, courage and
commitment, they offer a powerful alter-
native to the loneliness and distrust that
seem so widespread, especially among our
youth.

Well, Mr. President, if those values
are a disconnect from American soci-
ety, then it is not the Marine Corps
that is in deep trouble. It is American
society that is in deep trouble. These
are the values to which we should be
aspiring. I think under the leadership
of General Krulak—and the tradition
and the history of the Marines—the
Marine Corps has demonstrated a con-
tinuing commitment to values to
which we should all aspire.

General Krulak responded to Ms.
Lister’s remarks—I will just briefly
quote that—by saying that ‘‘honor,
courage and commitment are not ex-
treme.’’

Mr. President, as I said, I hope that
these comments were taken out of con-
text. I hope that they were misinter-
preted. Again, I cannot conceive of a
context in which they would be consid-
ered as appropriate. The use of the
term ‘‘extremists’’, the statement that
the Marine Corps is disconnected from
American society reflects, unfortu-
nately, an attitude and a belief about
the Marine Corps and perhaps about
others in uniform that is inappropriate
for an Assistant Secretary of Defense.

I note that Ms. Lister earlier had an-
nounced that at some point she was
going to retire from her position. Per-
haps it wouldn’t be too early for her to
think about accelerating that retire-
ment so that the position could be
turned over to someone who is able to
present his thoughts in a better con-
text, in a way that will not be mis-
interpreted. Perhaps then we will not
have this difficult explanation of why
one of our most honorable branches of
military service has been labeled in
such a way.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE 20TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE GREAT ALAS-
KA SHOOTOUT
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the

day before Thanksgiving the Univer-

sity of Alaska’s Athletic Department
marks a milestone—the 20th anniver-
sary of the Great Alaska Shootout.

The shootout is a basketball tour-
nament that began as an impossible
dream of Bob Rachal, a coach who
wanted to put his fledgling University
of Alaska Anchorage basketball team
on the map.

Now, the shootout continues under
Charlie Bruns and Tim Dillon, athletic
director and has become an annual
Thanksgiving tradition for Alaskans
and basketball fans across our Nation.

In the 20 years since the shootout
began, our Nation’s greatest college
teams have traveled to Alaska over the
Thanksgiving break to vie for the tour-
nament trophy.

Twenty former NCAA champions
have taken part in the shootout over
the two decades; last year marked the
fifth time the defending national
champion has participated in the
shootout.

The first game, 20 years ago, was
played in a drafty field house on Fort
Richardson, a military post in Anchor-
age, to about 2,500 fans.

Now, the shootout fills our state-of-
the-art Sullivan Sports Arena in An-
chorage, and is televised live nation-
wide via ESPN. Sportswriters from the
wire services, newspapers and maga-
zines regularly travel to Anchorage to
cover the shootout.

Because the teams that participate
are the best, the games are invariably
closely contested; 60 of the previous 228
games have been won by margins of
five points or less. Six have been set-
tled in overtime; four in double over-
time, and one in triple overtime.

It isn’t only the games that are im-
portant in the shootout, it is the oppor-
tunity players, coaches, and the fami-
lies of the players and coaches, have to
experience the greatness of Alaska and
Alaskans, and the opportunity Alas-
kans have to meet these young ath-
letes, their coaches, and their families
from across our Nation.

Volunteers open their homes to
shootout participants and support the
players and the guests in countless
other ways, including transportation,
entertainment and other special
events. Our largest Alaska grocery
chain, Carr’s, provides important cor-
porate support.

The National Collegiate Athletic As-
sociation recognizes the special place
this tournament holds by its votes over
the years to allow the tournament a
special place in American collegiate
sports.

The teams represent the finest pro-
grams in NCAA basketball history, and
the University of Alaska Anchorage
has gained a reputation for hosting one
of the best tournaments in college bas-
ketball.

The players and coaches and all who
work to make the shootout a success
bring credit to the University of Alas-
ka, to Anchorage and to Alaska. Mr.
President, I commend Chancellor Lea
Gorsuch and the University of Alaska

as it observes the 20th anniversary of a
very special sports event. I know Dr.
Lee Piccard, the former vice chan-
cellor, who has seen every shootout
game during all 20 years will enjoy it
again.

f

A. MICHAEL ARNOLD, M.A.
CANTAB., M.A. OXON, F. INST. D.,
F. INST. P.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want
to recognize the assistance I have re-
ceived over the years from a longtime
friend, A. Michael Arnold, whose intel-
lectual capacity and international in-
sights have proven to be of significant
value to me and others. I have often
passed on Mick Arnold’s comments to
many Members of Congress including
our leaders. Since the early eighties,
Mick and I have corresponded regu-
larly, and occasionally have had the
opportunity to meet either here or in
Britain. He is a resident of Great Brit-
ain. We are both blessed with wonder-
ful wives. Mick’s wife Wendy is a re-
spected author in her own right. My
wife, Catherine, and Wendy share in
our friendship.

These insights in Mr. Arnold’s cor-
respondence have run the gamut from
the 1980’s arms buildup in South Amer-
ica, to the current conflict in Bosnia
with its implications for world peace,
the internal convulsions in Russia, the
tensions between Israel and the Arab
world, the threats from Iran and Iraq,
and to the reason d’etre of the United
Nations. Mick’s observations have been
provocative, accurate, and full of sage
advice. He has not sought recognition
for his efforts. He told me that know-
ing that his observations may help to
bring clarity to a confused world scene
was sufficient to him.

I recall several specific instances of
Mick’s perceptiveness in international
affairs. Mick’s assessments in 1983 and
1984 of the political scene in the Soviet
Union: He anticipated that Chernenko
would stabilize his power base and ad-
vance Gorbachev as one of his key dep-
uties. By early 1984 Chernenko had
made Gorbachev his No. 2. Noting
Chernenko’s precarious health, Mick
then anticipated that Gorbachev would
succeed Chernenko. History records the
accuracy of that assessment. That ad-
vice was very helpful to those of us
who were working on Soviet affairs in
the 1980’s.

In 1991 Mick expressed anguish over
the potential for a conflagration in
Yugoslavia * * * one that could enve-
lope Bosnia-Herzegovina. Once again
Mick’s international instincts proved
accurate. Many times that he shared
his worries in papers I then passed on
to others, those fears were realized in
what did take place in Bosnia.

In April of this year, Mick com-
mented on the upcoming Presidential
elections in Iran and observed that Mo-
hammed Khatemi would, if elected, be



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12541November 13, 1997
more open to foreign relations. History
has yet to validate the accuracy of
Mick’s assessment of Khatemi’s but
many are hopeful he is correct.

He continues to be one who observes
the world scene from his background
being a Don at Oxford.

The world would be a far better place
if there were more people with the in-
tellectual capacity, compassion, and
common sense of Mick Arnold, ones
who would pass on their opinions with-
out any publicity, without seeking any
remuneration for their work—just to
be a friend. It’s from the point of view
of friendship.

I look forward to continuing this
friendship and value Mick’s informed
observations on the international
scene. I come today because my friend
has told me he is going to reduce the
frequency of his comments. He is not
totally retiring, but he’s going to limit
the scope of his activities. But I want-
ed the Senate to know that, whether
many are aware of it, the U.S. Senate
has benefited from his counsel and his
insights. I have benefited greatly from
his friendship.

My wife and I wish Wendy and Mick
many more years of success, and I con-
tinue to value his advice.

I yield the floor.
Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ENZI). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Maine.
f

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 4 p.m., under the
same terms as previously agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE CENTENNIAL OF SENATOR
MARGARET CHASE SMITH’S BIRTH

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
to say a few words in honor of one of
our Nation’s most legendary Senators
and one of Maine’s most beloved public
figures: Senator Margaret Chase
Smith.

December 14 marks the 100th anni-
versary of Senator Smith’s birth. Since
we will not be in session on the 14th, I
would like to take the opportunity to
speak in honor of her centennial today.

Margaret Chase Smith has the dis-
tinction of being the first woman elect-
ed in her own right to both the House
of Representatives and the U.S. Senate.
She served in the Senate from 1949 to
1972—the entire time that I was grow-
ing up in Maine. Throughout her ten-
ure in Congress, she served as a great
source of pride and inspiration for
countless people throughout Maine and
the Nation.

Mr. President, I am one of those for-
tunate people whose life was touched
personally by Senator Margaret Chase
Smith. So it is with a great deal of
gratitude and admiration that I speak

about her legacy today in celebration
of her centennial.

Mr. President, when I was just 18
years old, a high school senior from
Caribou, ME, Senator Margaret Chase
Smith encouraged me to pursue a ca-
reer in public service. Now I serve in
the U.S. Senate, holding her very seat.
Her example of moderation, independ-
ence and integrity continues to guide
me every day as I seek to represent the
people of Maine.

Walking through the Halls of the
Senate, I am frequently reminded of
my first significant encounter with
Senator Smith.

In January 1971, I left my hometown
of Caribou, ME, to spend a week here in
Washington, DC. I was one of 100 high
school students from around the Na-
tion participating in the U.S. Senate
Youth Program. The program consisted
of VIP tours of Washington, formal
dinners, and numerous high-profile
speakers ranging from Supreme Court
Justices to top White House officials.
The highlight of my week, however,
was the afternoon that we visited our
respective Senators.

When I arrived at Senator Smith’s of-
fice, I was immediately ushered into
her personal suite. Her office was bus-
tling with activity, and yet it had a
stately and serene quality. Senator
Smith looked perfectly at home in the
setting as the only woman in the Sen-
ate. Her green office suited her well
and, of course, reminded me of the
State of Maine. She shook my hand
and invited me to sit down, and seemed
genuinely interested in what I had to
say.

Much to my amazement, Mr. Presi-
dent, instead of just quickly posing
with me for a picture, Senator Smith
spent nearly 2 hours talking to me
about her years in Congress. She
stressed the importance of public serv-
ice and the difference that one person
could make. We talked about her oppo-
sition to McCarthyism and the neces-
sity of standing tall for one’s principles
no matter what the cost.

As I was leaving, she handed me a
copy of her famous ‘‘Declaration of
Conscience’’ speech to take with me. I
was struck by her presence and I knew
that she was a woman of enormous
strength and integrity. I was so proud
that she was my Senator.

As I bid her farewell, I could not keep
the smile from stretching across my
face nor the dreams from racing
through my mind. To me, Senator
Smith was living proof that women,
even those of us from small rural towns
in Maine, could accomplish anything
upon which we set our sights.

I have since learned that my early
impressions of Senator Smith are
shared by thousands of others through-
out our State and throughout the Na-
tion whose lives she touched. But we in
Maine are particularly fortunate to
have had her as a role model and as our
Senator.

As one Congresswoman recently said
to me, ‘‘You know, it was much harder

for women to get elected in my State
because we didn’t have Margaret Chase
Smith.’’

Senator Smith’s 32 years of leader-
ship epitomized the type of thoughtful,
independent representation that sets a
standard for public service.

As I campaigned throughout Maine
for the Senate last year, it was appar-
ent to me that the name ‘‘Margaret
Chase Smith’’ strikes a resounding
chord with the citizens of my State.
From Kittery to Calais to Fort Kent,
people recognize and honor her name
and her legacy as synonymous with
thoughtful, independent, and honest
representation. This above all else, Mr.
President, is the legacy of Senator
Smith and the tradition which those of
us who are honored to follow in her
footsteps strive to uphold.

While Senator Smith served as an in-
spiration to me as a young girl and as
a beacon of strength during my two
statewide campaigns, it was not until I
began my service in the Senate that I
fully understood her legacy and the ex-
traordinary courage she exhibited
throughout her years in Congress.

Margaret Chase Smith is perhaps
best remembered for her principled and
unabashed stance against Senator Joe
McCarthy. Because the courageous
stand that she took against McCarthy-
ism is so familiar to all of us today—it
seems to be so obviously the right
thing to do—we sometimes forget and
underestimate the risks that she took
and the hardships she endured in this
fight. From my new perspective as a
U.S. Senator, I must say that the cour-
age that Senator Smith showed during
the McCarthy era is truly remarkable.

Over the course of the past several
months, I have had many occasions to
reflect upon another of Senator
Smith’s principled positions.

As a member of the Governmental
Affairs Committee, I have been in-
volved in investigating the fundraising
abuses of the 1996 Presidential election
campaigns. These hearings have exam-
ined some of the most deplorable and
certainly most excessive fundraising
practices in our Nation’s history, such
as operating the Lincoln Bedroom like
a hotel, phony issue ads, fundraising
coffees in the Oval Office and soft
money contributions of staggering
sums and questionable origins.

In the 24 years since Senator Smith
left office, fundraising has become an
all-consuming and self-propelling insti-
tution. It is difficult for those of us
who are in office today to remember
that Senator Smith waged so many
successful political campaigns without
soliciting a single contribution. How
we envy her. She believed that big
money had the potential to be a cor-
rupting influence in the system, and
she has certainly been proven right.

Throughout this past year—my first
in the Senate—I have been reminded of
one of Senator Margaret Chase Smith’s
most famous statements time and
again. She once said that there is a
‘‘difference between the principle of



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12542 November 13, 1997
compromise and the compromise of
principle.’’ This sentiment has guided
me through many tough negotiations
and heated debates where it is some-
times difficult to know when it is best
to be stalwart for the sake of principle
and when it is time to seek common
ground in the name of action.

Compromising one’s principles is
wrong; but the principle of com-
promise, on the other hand, is the es-
sence of a healthy democracy. Senator
Smith’s wisdom has helped me many
times in reaching decisions on thorny
issues.

Mr. President, 25 years after my first
encounter with Senator Smith, I ful-
filled the dream that she fostered in me
back in 1971, and was elected to her
seat in the U.S. Senate. Just as Sen-
ator Smith was the first woman elected
in her own right to both the House of
Representatives and the Senate, upon
my election, Maine became the first
State in the Nation to be represented
and to elect two Republican women
Senators.

This distinction is a fitting tribute
and testament to the legacy of Mar-
garet Chase Smith. If not for her 32
years of congressional service, many
doors to and within the Capitol might
still be closed to women today.

In all of history, Mr. President, there
have only been 15 women elected to the
U.S. Senate in their own right, and 3 of
us have been from the great State of
Maine.

Thanks to Senator Smith’s decades
of selfless service, principled leadership
and pioneering efforts, the people of
Maine know that leadership is not
about gender; it is about decency and
tenacity and service and integrity.
Margaret Chase Smith embodied all of
these traits, and so much more.

Today, I honor her for paving the
way for me, and countless others, and
for establishing the thoughtful and
independent approach to public service
that Mainers have come to expect from
their elected officials.

I thank the Chair. And I also thank
the Chair for presiding for me so that I
could pay tribute on the 100th anniver-
sary of the great Senator from Maine,
Margaret Chase Smith.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Pre-

siding Officer in his capacity as a Sen-
ator from the State of Wyoming sug-
gests the absence of a quorum.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. I compliment the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine, Sen-
ator COLLINS, for those very erudite
and profound remarks. The U.S. Senate
is graced by two women Senators, Sen-
ator OLYMPIA SNOWE and Senator
SUSAN COLLINS. I know that Senator
Margaret Chase Smith is a role model

for them as she is a role model for so
many in America—men as well as
women.

It is with some frequency I quote her
famous dictum, to distinguish between
the principle of compromise and the
compromise of principle.

I think with the qualities of Senator
COLLINS and Senator SNOWE, they
would be in the U.S. Senate even with-
out Senator Margaret Chase Smith
blazing the trail for them in Maine, but
it didn’t do them any harm.

That was an extraordinary state-
ment. I have had the good fortune to
work with both Senator COLLINS and
Senator SNOWE on a little Wednesday
lunch group and on the Governmental
Affairs Committee. Senator COLLINS
has done outstanding work on the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee and I
think there is more coming.
f

NOMINATION OF JUDGE MASSIAH-
JACKSON

Mr. SPECTER. I have sought rec-
ognition today to comment about the
pending judicial nomination of Judge
Frederica A. Massiah-Jackson who has
been nominated for the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania. Judge Massiah-Jackson cur-
rently serves on the court of common
pleas of Philadelphia County where she
has been a State court judge for the
past 14 years. I believe Judge Massiah-
Jackson should be confirmed, and re-
grettably that will not happen today,
which is the last day of the session, be-
cause two of our colleagues have in-
sisted on rollcall votes, and one col-
league insisted on an opportunity to
debate the nomination beyond a roll-
call vote.

It appears virtually certain, if not
certain, that there will be no rollcall
votes today, our last day in session, be-
cause our distinguished majority lead-
er, Senator LOTT, had announced that
he would not have rollcall votes unless
he gave Senators who are widely dis-
persed at this time an opportunity to
come back, and therefore the business
of the Senate is going to be completed
by voice votes.

I do not question the judgment of my
colleagues to ask for rollcall votes, al-
though customarily we do not have
rollcall votes on district court nomi-
nees. Perhaps it would be sufficient for
individual Senators to note their objec-
tion for the record. These two Senators
have already noted their opposition to
Judge Massiah-Jackson on the rollcall
vote in the Judiciary Committee where
she was recommended for nomination
by a 12 to 6 vote.

Judge Massiah-Jackson had substan-
tial Republican support in the commit-
tee and she has the support of my dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator
SANTORUM, as well as myself, the two
home State senators. It is the practice
for the caucus to rely upon home State
senators on matters involving U.S. dis-
trict court judges.

Judge Massiah-Jackson has been
questioned on two intemperate re-

marks which she made, one which she
thought was under her breath, and has
acknowledged her error, and I think it
fair to say that if two intemperate re-
marks were disqualifiers or a
disqualifier from being a Federal judge
or a U.S. Senator, for most positions,
perhaps all positions of responsibility,
nobody would hold any job of respon-
sibility because intemperate remarks
escape all of us from time to time. She
has apologized. The Senator who pre-
sided at her hearing noted with some
acknowledgment the sufficiency of
that particular apology.

Judge Massiah-Jackson has been
questioned about sentencing. She has
tried more than 4,000 criminal cases.
There were 95 appeals taken and she
was reversed in some 14 cases, which is
a pretty good record. Her rating on the
standard for judges on compliance with
the sentencing guidelines is well within
the norm of her contemporaries. She
had a rating in the 72- to 82-percent
compliance at a time when the compli-
ance of other common pleas judges was
in the 70- to 86-percent range.

She had questioned, from time to
time, certain police officers. I was dis-
trict attorney of Philadelphia for 8
years following being an assistant D.A.
for some 4 years, and while I was dis-
trict attorney I ran tough investigat-
ing grand juries where there was evi-
dence of narcotics violations, narcotics
corruption within the police depart-
ment. There have recently been a spate
of many reversals and Federal inves-
tigations by the U.S. Attorney for the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania. So it
is not unusual to have questions about
police conduct following on the old
statement that there are some bad ap-
ples in the barrel.

I think in totality, Judge Massiah-
Jackson’s record is a very good one. I
am disappointed she will not be con-
firmed because we have just had the
swearing in of circuit Judge Midge
Rendell, and we are now planning the
swearing in of Judge A. Richard Caputo
in Wilkes-Barre and former State court
Judge Bruce Kaufman in the Eastern
District.

I am sorry Judge Massiah-Jackson
will not be sworn in before the end of
the year to take on the very substan-
tial duties of helping the backlog in
the Eastern District. I do thank my
distinguished and majority leader, Sen-
ator LOTT, for agreeing to list Judge
Massiah-Jackson on the second day
when we return. We are due to come in
on January the 27. That is expected to
be the night of the State of the Union
speech, and Senator LOTT has told me
that he will schedule Judge Massiah-
Jackson for floor debate and a vote on
the day we return. It may be that there
will be two other judges in a similar
position, so I thank Senator LOTT for
his assistance there, and I thank him,
also, for aiding me in the determina-
tion of Senators on our side of the aisle
who have so-called holds.
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ABOLISH SECRET HOLDS

Mr. SPECTER. I compliment our col-
leagues, Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator WYDEN, for their initiative in
moving to end the practice of a hold.
For those watching, if anyone, on C-
SPAN2 at the moment, a hold is a Sen-
ate procedure which is secret, where
the Senator says that matter may not
move without notifying me. The final
days of the session are sufficient to
stop any action on an individual by a
statement that there be insistence on
debate, where there is no time for
votes, or when we are not having them,
as we have not had any for the past
several days.

I intend to join Senator GRASSLEY
and our Republican caucus to try to
end this pernicious practice. It simply
ought not to prevail in an open society
and in an open setting.

If someone has an objection to some
individual or to some bill, I think it
only right that the individual stand up
and state the objection. I do thank my
colleagues who had objected to Judge
Massiah-Jackson for being forthright
in discussing the matter with me, and
I understand an honest difference of
opinion. I respect that difference of
opinion. I don’t agree with it, but I do
respect it, so long as you have an op-
portunity to discuss the matter, to find
out what is happening and we can try
to do something about it.

f

CONGRATULATIONS ON SESSION
CONCLUSION

Mr. SPECTER. This is the end of our
first session of the 105th Congress, and
I congratulate our colleagues both in
the House and the Senate on doing the
country’s business and being out by
Thanksgiving. I think that is an ac-
complishment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-

LINS). The Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. ENZI. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent.

f

MARGARET CHASE SMITH

Mr. ENZI. I appreciated the com-
ments earlier of the Presiding Officer. I
learned a great deal from listening to
the Senator talk of the people that
have gone before her. Of course, that
reminds me of people that have gone
before me from my State and all of
those who have gone before us in this
great body. We not only think about
those who have gone before, we think
about those people who are here now,
those people who are at home in our re-
spective States at the moment, and
those people who are relying on our
judgment in this Chamber today to
preserve the right for them to be here
or in Maine or in Wyoming in the fu-
ture.

NOMINATION OF ANN AIKEN TO BE
FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT
JUDGE, DISTRICT OF OREGON
Mr. ENZI. Madam President, today I

rise to oppose a nomination. I want to
tell you, I have a hold on a nomination.
It is not a secret hold. Those that are
interested in the nomination know I
have the hold on it. I would not do that
in secret. The purpose is not for se-
crecy. The purpose is to get an action
that will show on the record, that will
be reflected by this body for years to
come. That is what we were sent here
for.

Judge Ann Aiken has been nominated
by the President of the United States
to be a District Court Judge for the
District of Oregon. I have asked for a
rollcall vote because I want to be on
record as opposing this nominee. I
don’t question Judge Aiken’s experi-
ence or academic qualifications to sit
on the Federal bench. I do have serious
concerns about her judicial philosophy
as she has applied it in State court in
Oregon. One particularly tragic case
perhaps best illustrates concern. It is
the case of State versus Ronny Lee
Dye, a 26-year-old man who was con-
victed of first-degree rape of a 5-year-
old girl. Instead of sentencing this con-
victed rapist to State prison, Judge
Aiken sentenced him to only 90 days in
jail and 5 years’ probation, plus a $2,000
fine. According to local papers, Judge
Aiken did not want to sentence Dye to
state prison because the prison did not
have a sex offender rehabilitation pro-
gram.

How do you think the parents of that
girl felt? Moreover, she believed that
the probation following the jail term
provided a stricter supervision than
the parole that would have followed
the prison sentence.

Less than a year after the conviction
for rape, Dye violated his parole by
driving under the influence of alcohol
and having contact with minor chil-
dren without permission of his proba-
tion officer. I believe that Judge
Aiken’s handling of this case and oth-
ers illustrates an inclination toward an
unjustified leniency for convicted
criminals.

I do not pretend to be able to predict
with any degree of accuracy how the
nominee or any other will rule while on
the Federal bench in exercising our sol-
emn constitutional duty to advise and
consent on the President’s nominations
for Federal courts, what this body
stands for, we have only the past ac-
tion, statements and writings to guide
our deliberations. Moreover, since Fed-
eral judges have life tenure—life ten-
ure—and salary protection while in of-
fice we have but one opportunity to
voice our concerns in disapproval of a
judge’s record.

I, for one, cannot vote to confirm a
nominee to the Federal court who I be-
lieve is inclined to substitute his or her
personal policy preferences for those of
the U.S. Congress and the various
State legislatures. I have strong con-
cerns about this judge. If confirmed,

would she be inclined to this type of ju-
dicial activism? For this reason, I will
cast my vote against the confirmation
of Judge Aiken and insist on a rollcall
vote so that it will be recorded.

That may result in a delay in that
court, but I think it is an important
delay. I don’t think I’m the only one
opposing this, and I will insist on the
rollcall vote.

I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. First, I wish to con-

gratulate my colleague, Senator ENZI,
from Wyoming, for that statement. I
wish more Senators would spend more
time doing their homework on Federal
judges. I think it is obvious in this case
he has done a lot of homework on the
judge. We should all do more, and he is
certainly entitled to express that senti-
ment on the floor and he is entitled to
a rollcall vote. I will certainly support
him in that effort.
f

ROAD AHEAD ON GLOBAL
TOBACCO DEAL

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, as
we move toward adjournment in the
first session of the 105th Congress, I
want to take a couple of minutes to
look ahead at one of the real big chal-
lenges that we have next year. That
issue is tobacco and the so-called glob-
al tobacco deal that was agreed to ear-
lier this year between the tobacco in-
dustry, States attorneys general, and
health advocates.

Madam President, we have seen a sig-
nificant sea change in our culture’s at-
titudes toward smoking in the last 30
years. The proportion of adult smokers
peaked at 43 percent in 1966 and has
dropped dramatically since then to
about 25 percent today. According to
the Federal Trade Commission, de-
mand for cigarettes is forecast to con-
tinue to decline about 0.6 percent a
year for the foreseeable future.

However, as adult use has declined,
concern has grown about the number of
underage smokers who every day try
their first cigarette. Madam President,
4.5 million kids ages 12 to17 are current
smokers, according to the Department
of Health and Human Services; 29 per-
cent of males age 12 to 21, and 26 per-
cent of females in the same age group
currently smoke, according to reports
of the National Center for Health Sta-
tistics. In 1994, the Surgeon General’s
report found that 9 out of 10 Americans
who currently smoke say they began
smoking as teenagers. Many Americans
share a common goal to reduce teen
smoking dramatically to break the
cycle of smoking as we enter into the
21st century. Members of Congress, Re-
publican and Democrat, too, would like
to see our children smoke free and fam-
ilies free from fear of smoke-related
cancers and disease.

The agreement between the tobacco
industry and States attorneys general
was motivated by good intentions, but
it resulted in a deal that is very com-
plicated. In the Senate, several com-
mittees have held numerous hearings
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trying to elicit more information and
understanding of the agreement.

Since the Clinton administration was
intimately involved in crafting the
June 20 deal, we were hopeful that the
President would come forward with
specific recommendations and legisla-
tion to describe how the deal would
work.

Unfortunately, the President ducked
a historic opportunity for leadership.
Rather than following the regular
order of submitting legislation, he sent
us five vague principles. His inaction
set back the work of the Congress con-
siderably.

I remain hopeful that the President
and his administration will tell us spe-
cifically what he wants in legislation.
For now, though, the Congress has to
do the heavy lifting. We have to make
our own decisions about how the var-
ious elements of the deal should be put
together.

Through the summer and fall, I met
several times with Senate committee
chairmen who have jurisdiction over
the major elements of the deal. They
include the Committees of Agriculture,
Commerce, Finance, Labor, Judiciary,
Environment and Public Works, as well
as Indian Affairs.

I have requested that, when we re-
convene next year, they begin work
and try to find out what the majority
in their committees, Republicans and
Democrats, believe are important ele-
ments of a comprehensive plan tar-
geted on reducing teenage smoking. I
have asked them to conclude their
work by March 16, 1998, and they have
agreed to meet that timetable.

As they do their work, I am asking
them to answer, to their satisfaction
and to the satisfaction of the public, 10
important questions, which I will have
printed in the RECORD at the end of my
remarks. These questions deal with the
whole parameter of the proposed reso-
lution. For example: What works best
to reduce teen smoking? We have Gov-
ernment programs and we have private
programs. What really works? What is
the best method of reducing teen smok-
ing?

Should we increase the price of to-
bacco? President Clinton mentioned he
thought we should increase the price a
dollar and a half. Should that be done
in the form of taxes or in the form of
price increases? If it is done in the
form of price increases, do we need to
give exemptions for that to happen? Do
we need to make sure tobacco compa-
nies would not make more money than
that would allow? Are they going to be
able to make excess profits from the
price increase? Do we increase the
price by increasing tobacco taxes?
Should the States have the allowance
to be able to increase tobacco taxes, in
addition to whatever the Federal Gov-
ernment would do?

Another big question is, Who gets the
money? This is a big dispute. A few
weeks ago, Health and Human Services
Secretary Donna Shalala wrote a letter
to the States and said that the Federal

Government is entitled to its pro rata
share of the Medicaid money, assuming
States were getting most of their
money to reimburse them. The States
attorneys general said no. They went
to court and they filed suits. The Fed-
eral Government didn’t join in those
lawsuits. The States are saying, give us
the money. They took the legal action;
the Federal Government didn’t. So who
should get the money? We need to
make those decisions.

How much money are we talking
about? The States attorneys general
and the industry came up with an
agreement that said $368 billion over 25
years. The administration said, ‘‘We
want a lot more.’’ They didn’t say how
much more. Should there be additional
fines and penalties? These decisions
have to be made. Should the money go
to the States and have it be off budget?
They have not made those decisions.

As you can see, these are not easy de-
cisions to make, and there are more
questions. What would be an appro-
priate antitrust exemption for tobacco
companies? What kind of limitations
should they have on immunity from
lawsuits? Should there be a total ex-
emption from class action lawsuits for
the tobacco industry? Should that
apply to individuals as well?

How much power should the FDA
have? Should they be able to ban or
regulate nicotine or cigarettes, or con-
trol advertising and sales? Is that
something that would require legisla-
tive action?

How do we take care of those people
who are directly affected by this, such
as the tobacco farmers, the processors,
the distributors, the people that have
the vending machines, and so on? They
were not included in the original pack-
age. Should they be included in what-
ever comprehensive legislation we
would pass?

What did the proposed resolution
leave out? There are a lot of things we
should consider that weren’t included.
Should we have a limitation on com-
pensation for the attorneys in this
process? And so on. I could go on and
on about the unanswered questions.

My point is that there is a lot of
work to do. If the Congress is going to
move this piece of legislation next year
in a comprehensive bill, then we are
going to have to go to work early. So I
have asked the committee chairs to
consult with the ranking members and
the other members of the committee to
try and come up with what they be-
lieve in their committee of jurisdiction
they have strong support for and what
they think should be included in a
total package. Then we have, as I men-
tioned, six committees that are in-
volved in this legislation directly—
maybe more are indirectly involved—
and certainly more. I didn’t include
Budget, which is involved. So I’m ask-
ing all committees to make their rec-
ommendations, and we will try to put a
package together to see if we can’t
really have a concerted, aggressive, en-
ergetic effort to reduce teenage con-

sumption of smoking, teenage addic-
tion to smoking.

I might mention, Madam President,
that in addition to smoking, I think
Congress should be tackling teenage
addiction to drugs, because teen drug
use, unfortunately, has doubled in the
last 5 years. We have seen enormous in-
creases. As a matter of fact, 11 percent
of kids in junior high now use dan-
gerous, illegal, illicit drugs. Today, 1
out of 10 kids in sixth, seventh, and
eighth grade are using illegal drugs on
a monthly basis. The number of kids
using marijuana has more than doubled
in the last many years. We have to
have a concerted effort, I think, to re-
duce teenage addiction to tobacco, but
also other drugs as well.

Madam President, this will not be
easy. If you try to see all of the dif-
ferent pieces of this package and try
and put it together, it will not be easy.
But I think that we have what I would
say is a bipartisan agreement that we
should reduce consumption and addic-
tion of drugs and smoking among teen-
agers. I am very committed to trying
to pass a comprehensive package that
will reduce teenage smoking and teen-
age addiction to drugs.

I just say to all my colleagues, let’s
work together and see if we can’t come
up with a package we can all be proud
of—not just something that’s good for
politics, but let’s do something that is
going to good policy. It will be good
policy if we can get teenagers off drugs
and away from a tobacco addiction.
Let’s work together to make that hap-
pen, not just try to score points and
say who is the most antitobacco, or the
most this or that. Let’s work on good
policy, something that will help curb
the growth of teenage addiction to to-
bacco and drugs. I welcome the con-
tributions of Senator MCCAIN, Senator
HATCH, Senator LUGAR, Senator MACK,
and others over the past few weeks on
this issue. I think we can work to-
gether for the betterment of our chil-
dren, and our country.

Madam President, in conclusion, I
want to insert a couple of other things
in the RECORD. One is a summary of a
study that was done by the Federal
Government. There was a $25 million
Federal study published on September
10 in the Journal of the American Med-
ical Association entitled the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent
Health. The study concluded that feel-
ing loved, understood, and paid atten-
tion to by parents helps teenagers
avoid high-risk activities, such as
using drugs and smoking cigarettes.
The study further concluded that teen-
agers who have strong emotional at-
tachments to parents and teachers are
much less likely to use drugs and alco-
hol, attempt suicide, and smoke ciga-
rettes.

Madam President, I mention this
study because it had a lot of common
sense. The study found that the pres-
ence of parents at home at key times—
in the morning, after school, at dinner,
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and bedtime—made teenagers less like-
ly to use alcohol, tobacco, and mari-
juana.

Ironically, the Government spends
millions of dollars on programs to re-
duce teen smoking and, frankly, many
of them haven’t worked. I think this
study shows that loving parents may
be the best program that we can have.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that an article summarizing
that study, published in the Washing-
ton Post on September 11, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 10, 1997]
LOVE CONQUERS WHAT AILS TEENS, STUDY

FINDS

(By Barbara Vobejda)
Teenagers who have strong emotional at-

tachments to their parents and teachers are
much less likely to use drugs and alcohol, at-
tempt suicide, engage in violence or become
sexually active at an early age, according to
the largest ever study of American adoles-
cents.

The study, published in today’s Journal of
the American Medical Association, con-
cludes that feeling loved, understood and
paid attention to by parents helps teenagers
avoid high-risk activities regardless of
whether a child comes from a one- or two-
parent household. It is also more important
than the amount of time parents spend at
home, the study found.

At school, positive relationships with
teachers were found to be more important in
protecting teenagers than any other factors,
including classroom size or the amount of
training a teacher has.

Researchers also found that young people
who have jobs requiring them to work 20 or
more hours a week, regardless of their fami-
lies’ economic status, are more likely to use
alcohol and drugs, smoke cigarettes, engage
in early sex and report emotional distress.

The findings are the first wave of data
from a $25 million federal study known as
the National Longitudinal Study of Adoles-
cent Health, which surveyed 90,000 students
in grades 7 through 12 across the country.
Researchers also conducted interviews with
more than 20,000 teenagers in their homes
and with 18,000 parents. The results will con-
tinue to be analyzed in increasing detail over
the next decade, researchers said.

The first analysis of the massive data not
only confirms what other studies have
shown—that family relationships are critical
in raising healthy children—but teases apart
more precisely what elements of family life
are most important.

While the amount of time spent with par-
ents had a positive effect on reducing emo-
tional distress, for example, feeling ‘‘con-
nected’’ to parents was five times more pow-
erful. And this emotional bound was about
six times more important than was the
amount of various activities that teenagers
did with their parents.

Though less important than the emotional
connection, the presence of parents at home
at ‘‘key times’’—in the morning, after
school, at dinner and at bedtime—made teen-
agers less likely to use alcohol, tobacco and
marijuana. The data did not cite any one pe-
riod of the day as most important.

‘‘This study shows there is no magical
time,’’ said Robert W. Blum, head of adoles-
cent health at the University of Minnesota
and one of the principal researchers.

The study also found: Individual factors in
a teenager’s life are most important in pre-

dicting problems. Most likely to have trou-
ble are those who have repeated a grade in
school, are attracted to persons of the same
sex, or believe they may face an early death
because of health, violence or other reasons.
Teenagers living in rural areas were more
likely to report emotional stress, attempt
suicide and become sexually active early.
Adolescents who believe they look either
older or younger than their peers are more
likely to suffer emotional problems, and
those who think they look older are more
likely to have sex at a younger age and use
cigarettes, alcohol and marijuana. The pres-
ence of a gun at home, even if not easily ac-
cessible, increases the likelihood that teen-
agers will think about or attempt suicide or
get involved in violent behavior.

The researchers, most of whom are associ-
ated with the University of Minnesota or the
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill,
said the study underscores the importance of
parents remaining intensely involved in
their children’s lives through the teenage
years, even when they may feel their role is
diminishing.

‘‘Many people think of adolescence as a
stage where there is so much peer influence
that parents become both irrelevant and
powerless,’’ said J. Richard Udry, professor
of maternal and child health at UNC-Chapel
Hill and principal investigator of the study.
‘‘It’s not so that parents aren’t important.
Parents are just as important to adolescents
as they are to smaller children.’’

The study did not compare the influence of
peers to that of family. But the authors did
suggest steps parents can take: Set high aca-
demic expectations for children; be as acces-
sible as possible; send clear messages to
avoid alcohol, drugs and sex; lock up alcohol
and get rid of guns in the home.

Udry led a team of a dozen researchers,
whose work was funded by Congress in 1993
to learn more about what can protect young
people from health risks. The study was
sponsored by the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, which is
part of the National Institutes of Health.

The researchers went to great lengths to
assure teenagers that their answers would
remain confidential. On sensitive topics in-
volving sex and drug use, for example, teen-
agers listened to tape recorded questions and
answered on a lap-top computer.

Overall, the study found, most American
teenagers make good choices that keep them
from harm. But a significant minority report
a range of problems.

About 20 percent of girls and 15 percent of
boys, for example, said over the past year
they had felt significantly depressed, lonely,
sad, fearful, moody or had a poor appetite be-
cause of emotional distress.

Researchers said they were not sure why
adolescents who work 20 hours or more a
week are more likely to have problems. But
Udry speculated that it may be because they
are surrounded by an older group and ‘‘have
more money to spend to get into trouble.’’

In its examination of schools, the study
looked at attendance rates, parent involve-
ment, dropout rates, teacher training,
whether schools were public or private and
whether teenagers feel close to their teach-
ers and if they perceive other students as
prejudiced.

But only one of those—whether students
felt close to their teachers—made a dif-
ference in helping teenagers avoid unhealthy
behavior.

‘‘Overriding classroom size, rules, all those
structural things, the human element of the
teacher making a human connection with
kids is the bottom line,’’ Blum said.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that a Repub-

lican policy paper entitled ‘‘President
Clinton’s Failing War on Drugs’’ be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
PRESIDENT CLINTON’S FAILING WAR ON DRUGS

Throughout the Clinton presidency, Amer-
ica has been witnessing increases in illegal
drug use among our nation’s younger genera-
tion. This sharp reversal from the steady
progress made against illegal drug use
throughout the 1980s and early 1990s is the
inescapable result of the Clinton Adminis-
tration’s retreat in the war against drugs.
The Clinton Administration has de-empha-
sized law enforcement and interdiction while
relying heavily on drug treatment programs
for hard-core drug abusers in the hopes of
curbing drug usage. Result: backward mo-
mentum.

BACKWARD MOMENTUM FROM DAY ONE: DRUG
ABUSE UNDER CLINTON

Two national annual surveys show that
drug abuse by our nation’s youth has contin-
ued to increase since President Clinton came
to office. The most recently released Parents
Resource Institute for Drug Education—the
so called ‘‘PRIDE’’ survey—and the Univer-
sity of Michigan’s ‘‘Monitoring the Future’’
both offer cause for alarm.

The Monitoring the Future Study reveals
that illicit drug use among America’s school-
children has consistently increased through-
out the Clinton Administration:

For 8th graders, the proportion using any
illicit drug in the prior 12 months has in-
creased 56 percent since President Clinton’s
first year in office, and since 1993 it has in-
creased 52 percent among 10th graders and 30
percent among 12th graders.

Marijuana use accounted for much of the
overall increase in illicit drug use, continu-
ing its strong resurgence. All measures of
marijuana use showed an increase at all
three grade levels monitored in 1996. Among
8th graders, use in the prior 12 months has
increased 99 percent since 1993, President
Clinton’s first year in office. Among 10th
graders, annual prevalence has increased 75
percent—and a full 121 percent increase from
the record low in President Bush’s last term
in 1992. Among 12th graders it increased 38
percent since 1993.

Of particular concern, according to the
survey, is the continuing rise in daily mari-
juana use. Nearly one in every twenty of to-
day’s high school seniors is a current daily
marijuana user, and one in every thirty 10th
graders uses daily. While only 1.5 percent of
8th graders use marijuana daily, that still
represents a near doubling of the rate in 1996
alone.

The annual prevalence of LSD rose in all
three grade levels in 1996. In short, since
President Clinton assumed office, annual
LSD use has increased 52 percent, 64 percent,
and 29 percent among 8th, 10th, and 12th
graders respectively. Hallucinogens other
than LSD, taken as a class, continued grad-
ual increases in 1996 at all three grade levels.

The use of cocaine in any form continued a
gradual upward climb. Crack cocaine also
continued a gradual upward climb among 8th
and 10th graders. In short, since President
Clinton assumed office, annual cocaine use is
up 77 percent, 100 percent, and 49 percent
among 8th, 10th, and 12th graders respec-
tively.

The longer-term gradual rise in the of am-
phetamine stimulants also continued at the
8th and 10th grade levels.

Since 1993, annual heroin usage has in-
creased by 129 percent, 71 percent, and 100
percent for 8th, 10th, and 12th graders respec-
tively. That is, for 8th and 12th graders, use
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of heroin has at least doubled since Clinton
first took office.

NOW IS NOT THE TIME TO TAKE A BACK SEAT

According to some experts, the age of first
use is a critical indicator of the seriousness
of the drug problem because early risk-tak-
ing behavior statistically correlates to
riskier behavior later. For example, the Cen-
ter on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Co-
lumbia University estimates that a young
person who uses marijuana is 79 times more
likely to go on to try cocaine than one who
hasn’t used marijuana.

The most current survey on drug use—the
so called PRIDE survey—shows a continuing
and alarming increase in drug abuse by
young kids. While the increase in drug use
among older students has remained flat this
year, illegal drug use among 11 to 14 year-
olds has continued on a dangerous upward
path. According to the President of PRIDE,
‘‘Senior high drug use may have stalled, but
it is stalled at the highest levels PRIDE has
measured in ten years. Until we see sharp de-
clines in use at all grade levevls, there will
be no reason to rejoice.’’ With respect to
younger students, the survey found that:

A full 11 percent of junior high students
(grades 6–8) are monthly illicit drug users.

Junior high students reported significant
increases in monthly use of marijuana, co-
caine, uppers, downers, hallucinogens and
heroin, specifically: Annual marijuana use
increased 153 percent since Mr. Clinton’s
first year in office; cocaine use increased 88
percent since Mr. Clinton’s first year in of-
fice; and hallucinogen use increased by 67
percent since Mr. Clinton’s first year in of-
fice.

PRESIDENT CLINTON’S MISTAKEN PRIORITIES:
FAILED ENFORCEMENT OF DRUG LAWS

A recent analysis by Robert E. Peterson,
former drug czar for the state of Michigan,
revealed:

In 1994, a person was more likely to receive
a prison sentence for federal gambling, regu-
latory, motor carrier, immigration or per-
jury offense than for possessing crack, her-
oin, or other dangerous drugs under the fed-
eral system.

The time served for drug possession in less
than half that of federal regulatory and tax
offenses, less than a third that of mailing
obscence materials, and equivalent to migra-
tory bird offense sentences.

In 1995, a federal trafficker could expect
seven months less on average drug sentences
than in 1992.

Possession of 128 pounds of cocaine, 128
pounds of marijugana, 3 pounds of heroin
and/or 1.5 pounds of crack earned only eight
months in prison. Six in ten of these federal
criminals served no time at all in 1992.

The average federal setence imposed for
drug offenders increased by 37 percent from
1986–1991, but has declined 7 percent from
1991–1995.

RETURNING TO A SERIOUS STRATEGY

In 1993 the Clinton Administration prom-
ised to ‘‘reinvent our drug control programs’’
and ‘‘move beyond ideological debates.’’
What that amounted to was de-emphasizing
law enforcement and interdiction and ex-
pecting dividends from ‘‘treatment on de-
mand.’’ Two years later, a congressional
leadership task force developed the prin-
ciples for a coherent, national counter-drug
policy and a five-point strategy for future
action. The task force called for: Sound
interdiction strategy; serious international
commitment to the full range of counter-
narcotic activities; effective enforcement of
the nation’s drug laws; united full-front com-
mitment towards prevention and education;
and accountable and effective treatment
with a commitment to learn from our na-
tion’s religious institutions.

Illegal drug use endangers our children and
our economy and disproportionately harms
the poor, yet President Clinton has accumu-
lated a record of callous apathy. America
cannot afford a ‘‘sound bite’’ war on drugs.
Only a serious commitment to enforcement
and interdiction efforts will produce results.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the list of
questions that I have alluded to in my
comments, the 10 questions focusing in
on reviewing the tobacco settlement,
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ASSISTANT MAJORITY LEADER,
U.S. SENATE,

Washington, DC, November 6, 1997.
To: Committee chairmen.
From: Senator Nickles.
Re Ten questions to focus on in reviewing to-

bacco settlement.
(1) What works best to reduce teen smok-

ing? What sort of government-run programs,
if any, work to reduce teen smoking? If there
are some that work, is it best they be de-
signed and run at the Federal level, or the
state level? In addition, are there other
things we can do to help parents and families
create the conditions that support a child in
his or her vulnerable years, that encourage a
child not to start smoking or experiment
with drugs?

(2) Should we increase the per-pack price;
by how much; and how should we do it?
Should the funding mechanism be an in-
crease in taxes, or an industry-coordinated
price increase? Does Federal action bar
States from moving on their own to increase
their tobacco taxes, if they so choose?

(3) Who gets the money? Should the pay-
ments contemplated under the global agree-
ment go directly to the states, go directly to
caregivers who treat patients, or be collected
and disbursed by the Federal government in
existing programs such as Medicaid or Medi-
care—or should we create a whole new set of
programs? Is it appropriate to give billions
of dollars to advocacy and interest groups?

(4) How are we to treat this in the Federal
budget? Should the deal be on or off budget?
Should any new spending be subject to the
existing discretionary spending caps and
pay-as-you-go rules? Should tobacco indus-
try payments and/or penalties be deductible
as ordinary business expenses, subject to
capitalization as assets, or simply non-
deductible?

(5) What are the implications for States?
Should anything agreed to by Congress and
the President, or entered into by the tobacco
companies voluntarily, pre-empt State laws
or regulations that may be more stringent?
Should Federal action rewrite state laws on
liability and immunity, or remove pending
tobacco cases from state courts to Federal
courts? How are states supposed to reconfig-
ure their budget and health programs, and
how much money, if any, are they supposed
to give to Washington? Does the agreement
treat States equitably?

(6) What’s an appropriate anti-trust exemp-
tion for tobacco companies? How large an
anti-trust exemption should be granted to
the tobacco companies to operate in concert
to execute some of the requirements of the
agreement?

(7) How far should we go on liability and
immunity? Is it constitutional, or fair, to
eliminate individuals’ rights to class-action
lawsuits and punitive damages? Are the level
of payments, fines and penalties an appro-
priate trade-off for the industry receiving
legal protection in the future? What prece-
dent does this set for other liability issues
facing Congress?

(8) What new powers should be given to the
FDA? How much authority, if any, should
Congress grant to the FDA to regulate, or
ban, nicotine, or control advertising and
sales?

(9) How should we take care of those di-
rectly hurt by the deal? Under the agree-
ment, farmers will see demand for their
product decline. Machine vendors are put out
of business. Retailers are required to re-
model their stores to put cigarettes out of
sight. If a global deal is to be implemented,
what is the fairest way to take care of these
people?

(10) What did the deal leave out that needs
to be included? Negotiators left out dealing
with drugs, tobacco farmers, immense fees
paid to a few lawyers—but what else wasn’t
thought of that the majority on our commit-
tees believe is important? And what, if any,
unintended consequences will occur? For ex-
ample, if tobacco usage does decline, as ad-
vocates of the agreement insist, then pos-
sibly money paid under the agreement might
decline too. Who, then, would pay for all
these new initiatives?

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
yield the floor.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS

Mr. GRAMS. Madam President, I rise
to talk a little bit today about how I
am extremely disappointed that the
House passed the foreign operations
conference report without the provi-
sions of the State Department author-
ization bill attached to it.

While the foreign operations bill does
many positive things, its failure to in-
clude language to reorganize our for-
eign relations bureaucracy and estab-
lish benchmarks for the payment of
U.N. arrears seriously flaws this bill.

The proposals to reorganize our for-
eign policy apparatus and to attach the
payment of U.S. arrears to U.N. re-
forms had been carefully worked out
over many months.

Unfortunately, my colleagues in the
House of Representatives are holding
these provisions hostage to the Mexico
City policy. While I am a strong sup-
porter of the Mexico City policy, I be-
lieve that debate on this issue should
not hold up the important United
States and U.N. foreign policy reforms.

Now, if the State Department au-
thorization bill dies in the House, the
House has lost the Mexico City policy
debate, and the only victory they can
claim is that they have given the Unit-
ed Nations new money for the United
States assessments, but with no reform
strings attached, and they block a re-
organization of our foreign policy appa-
ratus that we have pursued for more
than four years.

That isn’t a record they should re-
gard with pride.

As chairman of the International Or-
ganization Subcommittee, I worked
hard to help forge a solid, bipartisan
United Nations reform package. The
Senate’s message in crafting this legis-
lation is simple and straightforward:

The United States can help make the
United Nations a more effective, more
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efficient, and financially sounder orga-
nization, but only if the United Na-
tions and other member states, in re-
turn, are willing to finally become ac-
countable to the American taxpayers.

The reforms proposed by the United
States are critical to ensure the United
Nations is effective and relevant. We
must reform the United Nations now
and the United States has the respon-
sibility to play a major role in this ef-
fort.

If we do nothing, and the United Na-
tions collapses under its own weight,
then we will have only ourselves to
blame. So I urge my colleagues to act
now, or this window of opportunity
may be lost for achieving true reform
at the United Nations.

But passing this U.N. package is not
just about a series of reforms for the
future. It impacts directly on the credi-
bility of the U.S. mission at the United
Nations right now.

Ambassador Richardson has been
pushing other member states to accept
the reforms in this package in return
for the payment of arrears. Now that
package will not arrive.

At this critical juncture, when the
United Nations is facing down Saddam
Hussein, and the United States is try-
ing to keep the gulf war coalition uni-
fied, it is reckless for the House of Rep-
resentatives to do anything that would
undercut the negotiating position of
Ambassador Richardson and Secretary
of State Albright at the United Na-
tions. And believe me, the failure to
pass this legislation will have a nega-
tive impact on the conduct of our for-
eign policy.

Madam President, the United States
does not owe most of these arrears to
the United Nations. It owes them to
our allies, like France, for reimburse-
ment for peacekeeping expenses.

Under normal circumstances, I am
the last one who could be expected to
make a pitch for funding for France.
But considering that France is one of
the members on the Security Council
that is going soft on Iraq—soft on Sad-
dam Hussein—depriving the United
States Government the ability to use
these funds as leverage is irresponsible.
After all, our diplomats need carrots as
well as sticks to achieve our foreign
policy goals.

Madam President, I am hopeful that
my colleagues in the House will see the
wisdom of adopting measures that will
enhance America’s ability to exert
leadership in the international arena
through the consolidation of our for-
eign relations apparatus and the revi-
talization of the United Nations.

The State Department authorization
bill should be allowed to pass or fail on
its own merit—not on the merits of the
Mexico City policy. This agreement is
in America’s best interest, and the best
interest of the entire international
community.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
I see no other Senators wishing to

speak, so I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, is
there an order operative at this mo-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business until 4 p.m.

Mr. DOMENICI. Are the times lim-
ited on speeches?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The spe-
cial order provides for 10 minutes for
each Senator to speak.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself the 10
minutes that I am allowed.
f

THE ANNUAL BUDGETING
PROCESS

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
want to talk a little bit about what a
joyous day of wrap-up of the Senate in
the first year of the 2-year Congress
could be if, as a matter of fact, we left
here after completing the appropria-
tions bills and went about our business
to go home to our home States, had a
good Christmas season, worked with all
of our constituents, and then came
back next year, the second year of a
Congress, and the appropriations were
already done and the budget was al-
ready done. But that is not going to
happen.

We just finished appropriations, I as-
sume we will hear shortly. And what
has taken up the entire year? I don’t
have the statistics. But early next year
I will put them in the RECORD. But I
am just going to ask the Senators who
have a little recollection of the year to
just think about what we did.

First of all, we worked diligently on
a balanced budget. That didn’t occur
until late May and early June. I am
trying mightily to think what was ac-
complished before that, thankfully. I
wish I had a better memory. But I
don’t think we did a lot. A few bills
here and there, but I am sure we didn’t
have any superb oversight.

People are all waiting for what? For
the budget. And then for what? All the
appropriations bills that have to come
after it. Oh, by the way, in between, we
had to implement the budget with
those two big reconciliation bills.

So essentially we stand on the
threshold of wrapping up the Congress
for a year, and we start next year. We
are going to anxiously await the Presi-
dent’s budget—another 1-year budget.
Would it have been better for America,
for the U.S. Congress, for all the agen-
cies that are funded, from NIH to some
grant to a university, to our Armed
Forces, and all the money that they
have to spend if they could have a 2-
year appropriation? Wouldn’t we be
better off, in a 2-year Congress—that is
what we are, by the Constitution—if in
1 year we did all of the budgeting and
all of the appropriations?

I have been working on budgets and
appropriations bills long enough to
know that there are all kinds of rea-
sons for not doing 2-year budgets. I am
an appropriator who thinks we should
have a 2-year budget. Maybe many of
the appropriators think we are better
off sending our little measures to the
President every year, and maybe we
get more that way.

Just look at the 2-year appropria-
tions. You get 2 years in there because
we do 2-year appropriations bills. If
you are worried about getting enough
things in it, you can do it twice, even
as we appropriate only one time for 2
years. But I don’t think there is a great
majority who are worried about that. I
think we just are fearful to break with
tradition. Somehow or another we have
been appropriating every year.

Then when we wrote the Budget Act
not too long ago, we said, ‘‘Well, we
have to have a budget every year.’’

So what do we do? We do that. It is
almost like we get started next year,
and we are right back at the budget,
which many people think we just fin-
ished. Sure enough, in the middle of
the year, some appropriators will start
looking at their bills, and sure enough,
we will be back here, predictably—if
not at this time a little later—and we
will still have two or three appropria-
tions bills that we can’t get completed.
Why? Because they are being held up
by authorization riders that are very,
very much in contention.

I ask, wouldn’t we be better off if we
had that kind of argument, be it on the
money that we now refer to as the
‘‘Mexican issue’’ with reference to
birth control and the kinds of family
planning that we put money into for-
eign countries for, wouldn’t we be bet-
ter off if we voted on that only once
every 2 years? It would have exactly
the same effect. In fact, we could fight
just one time out of 2 years. We could
send these little bills back and forth
between the President and the Con-
gress with these little 1-day extensions
of Government. We could do that only
1 year out of 2, and everybody could
make the same vote. Everybody could
make their case in the same way. But
who would gain?

I believe the institution known as
the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of
Representatives would gain im-
mensely. In fact, might I suggest that
what it means to be a U.S. Senator
would be dramatically changed if we
had 2-year appropriations, a 2-year
budgeting, because, if we did these
every 2 years, we would be able to have
oversight and see what is happening to
the programs that we fund and the pro-
grams that we put in motion through
the process called authorization.

Then, Madam President and fellow
Senators and anybody interested in
good government, we have not yet been
able to encapsulate into our thinking
what the executive branch of Govern-
ment wastes by having to produce a
budget every single year with budget
hearings at the OMB, with people who
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are planning over at the National Insti-
tutes of Health to get a program going
that is going to be 10 years in duration
and come and present this 1-year part
of that every single year. As a matter
of fact, there would be twice as much
time to do the things we are neglect-
ing—to debate foreign policy in a real
way, to have a 2- or 3-month debate on
tax reform where people would really
spend time. And day after day we could
be on the floor instead of in some little
room under the threat of a bill rec-
onciliation measure from the budget
process telling you to get it done in 25
days. We could have people looking at
education, at the myriad and scores of
bills that are already out there that
are funding programs. Instead of find-
ing new ones every year and new prob-
lems, we would go back and look to see
what the whole entourage of education
money looks like. Are there programs
there that aren’t working? But you
need a lot of time to do that. You can’t
be getting up and running to the floor
to vote every single year on 50 to 60
budget amendments, all of the appro-
priations bills with their attendant
amendments, and then have to have
your staff focus on what is in each one
of those bills only to find you are back
again in 6 months doing the same thing
over again.

As a matter of fact, the more I think
about that and the more I talk about
it, the more I think I am prepared to
say for us to appropriate and budget
annually when the Constitution says
Congress lasts for 2 years, that it is ab-
surd from the standpoint of modern
planning with the modern tools we
have to do the estimating that we are
doing every year instead of doing it for
2 years.

Some are going to say you are going
to have to have a lot of supplemental
appropriations. I am sure the occupant
of the chair is already hearing that
when she speaks about 2-year appro-
priations and 2-year budgets. Let me
tell you, even with 1-year appropria-
tions, we have to have supplementals
because some few things break in the
Government, and we are not quite
right on, and we have to go fix them.
But there is a way to limit the
supplementals even in a 2-year process
to no more than we are doing now.

Once I asked four different depart-
ments of Government, as they reported
to the Appropriations Committee, to
give us information on the appropria-
tions before us on that particular year
and asked how much of it is similar if
not exactly the same as last year’s.
You would be surprised. As much as 90
percent of appropriations bills are the
same year after year. Isn’t it interest-
ing? We debate them all over again. We
mark them up all over again, and we
add these amendments that cause us to
debate ad infinitum, which could just
as well be 2-year amendments as 1-
year. But we do it to ourselves by mak-
ing sure we go through this kind of dif-
ficult confrontational atmosphere
every single year.

Put yourself in the position of those
in America that we have said should
get some Government money for some-
thing. I have spoken to large groups of
scientists from our universities, from
our hospital research centers, from our
laboratories, and they all want more
certainty of funding. Of course, they
would all like more funding. But they
shout to the rooftops when you say,
wouldn’t you prefer to have 2 years in-
stead of 1 year as your appropriation?
Could you manage it better? Could you
be more efficient? The answer to all of
those questions is ‘‘absolutely.’’ Yet,
we remain stuck in the mud of tradi-
tion saying we have to do it every sin-
gle year.

There is a bill pending. It has cleared
the Governmental Operations Commit-
tee 13 to 1—S. 261. It is here. It is at the
desk. I am thankful that since we have
a 2-year Congress, it is still at the
desk. Congress isn’t finished until next
year come January.

I am going to work very hard with
others in this Senate to urge that our
leader schedule early a lengthy time on
the floor in the early days of the Con-
gress to debate this issue. Thirty-three
Senators from both sides of the aisle
cosponsored the measure before it
cleared Governmental Operations. I be-
lieve, if I had enough time to circulate
it even more among Senators, that I
would have had more than 50 Senators
supporting it. It might be because of
the processes around here that there
will be a Senator who will object, and
we might have to get 60 votes, because
obviously changing the budget to 2
years and the appropriations for 2
years could be a controversial issue.

So I am prepared for the 60-vote re-
quirement. But even at that, I want to
say to those who oppose it, who oppose
this modernization, this bringing into
modern times of our processes around
here, that I believe there are more than
60 Senators if they hear the debate and
if we configure that debate so as to
make the Senators feel just like we are
finished here today instead of next
February or March, we could be saying
if this 2-year budget, 2-year appropria-
tions bill, had passed, we would be fin-
ished for a full year. We could do other
things, and the departments of our
Government could go about their busi-
ness without preparing yet another
budget and going through all of the
rigor, time, effort, and lack of effi-
ciency that comes with that.

So, Madam President and fellow Sen-
ators, I just want to make two wrap-up
points. I believe anybody watching this
year, if presented with a real oppor-
tunity to go through this only once
every 2 years instead of twice and have
time for other things, we would prob-
ably have a huge, huge plurality voting
with us.

The American people can’t get ex-
cited about process issues, but if they
understood what we go through and
what we have assigned to ourselves, to
the executive branch and to all those
that we fund by way of making it dif-

ficult and tough and inefficient by
doing the same thing over each year,
then I think the American people
would be excited by this reform. If the
people knew we could do it for 2 years
at a time, if we could just get that out
there, get that debated in a very open
manner that everybody understands,
then we might have kind of a birth of
modernization, kind of a ray of light
shining on these processes, and I be-
lieve the American people would gain.

I believe we would do our jobs better.
I believe we could do oversight; we
could have more hearings; we could ac-
tually, every couple of years, take a
month or two and go out in the hinter-
land and hold hearings in our country
which wouldn’t be all that bad. How
are we going to do it under the current
annual process? Somebody think of
that around here and the first thing
you know there will be five appropria-
tions bills ready for the normal 50
votes, or a budget resolution taking 2,
3 weeks, taking vote after vote after
vote, half of them being sense-of-the-
Senate issues which shouldn’t be even
allowed on a budget resolution, but
that is the current process.

So that is one point. We would be
doing the American people a better job
if we could do that.

And second, the Senate and House
would be better places within which to
do business for the American people if
there wasn’t so much redundancy and
waste of time and effort. So we are
going to try to see if we can accom-
plish both of those goals which I think
are rather admirable.

I do not want to leave the wrong im-
pression for those who seek to defeat
this measure that it violates the Budg-
et Act. The bill is not subject to a 60-
vote point of order. It just takes a sim-
ple majority. It has been in both com-
mittees. That is why we went through
that. It’s gone to the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee. Then it went to the
Budget Committee, which was dis-
charged, and so it is here as any other
normal bill. So if we get that magic 51
votes, we can change this process.

I just want to put in the RECORD the
major legislation that passed this year
and even some of our authorizing proc-
esses were very late for one reason or
another. While a great deal of legisla-
tion has passed, we only will clear
about three major authorization bills
for the President’s signature: DOD au-
thorization, FDA reform, SBA reform.
The compelling amount of time and the
overwhelming majority of effort was
spent on the budget resolution, two
reconciliation bills, and 13 appropria-
tions bills. And we haven’t quite done
that; six continuing resolutions before
we’re done tonight. I do not blame any-
one for that. The chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee this year has
been a stalwart in trying to get the ap-
propriations bills done on time. He has
not benefited from the two Houses
being able to agree on four or five is-
sues and a majority in the House being
on the opposite side of the President on
two or three issues.
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Besides appropriations, we spent a

great deal of effort on the budget reso-
lution and the Balanced Budget Act of
1997 and the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997—the two reconciliation bills called
for by the balanced budget agreement
and the budget resolution. And frank-
ly, hardly any time was left for other
major bills to be debated for any length
of time, and I think we can do our job
a lot better than that.

I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware is recognized.
f

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. ROTH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until the hour of 6
p.m. under the same terms as pre-
viously ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

FAST TRACK

Mr. ROTH. Madam President, a little
over a week ago, I stood to introduce
the Finance Committee’s fast track
bill. On that occasion, I made it clear
that fast track authority is important
to America’s future. I advocated the
need for American leadership if we are
to make progress in expanding eco-
nomic opportunities for individuals and
families here at home.

I emphasized that America has al-
ways been a trading nation. From colo-
nial times to the creation of the post-
World War II international economic
order, the United States has pressed for
open commerce, free of discriminatory
preferences and trade-distorting bar-
riers.

From battles with Barbary pirates on
the shores of Tripoli to the arduous ne-
gotiations that led to the signing of
the Uruguay round agreements in Mar-
rakesh, Morocco, we have promoted
and defended open, fair, and unfettered
trade.

The United States has been a driving
force for expanding world trade and the
prosperity it yields, particularly over
the last six decades. From the creation
of the GATT, to the initiation of each
successive round of multilateral trade
negotiations, to the political will to
conclude the Uruguay round, America
has taken the lead.

We have pursued this course in our
own economic and political self-inter-
est. In purely economic terms, the
United States is the world’s largest
trading state and the largest bene-
ficiary of the international trading sys-
tem. We lead the world in both exports
and imports.

Thirty percent of our current annual
economic growth depends on exports.
Eleven million jobs are directly tied to
those export sales.

According to the Federal Reserve,
our two-way trade, both exports and

imports, have played a major role in
the 7 years of sustained, noninflation-
ary economic growth we enjoy today.
And no other nation in the world is so
well positioned to bless its citizens
through open trade than America. Our
Nation, better than any other, is situ-
ated to succeed in a global economy.

We have the diversity of cultures, the
most advanced technology, the most
efficient capital markets, and a cor-
porate sector that is constantly inno-
vating and has already gone through
substantial restructuring that is nec-
essary for global competition. We have
a single currency, a common language,
and the important blessing of geog-
raphy: we are a nation—a continent—
that looks both to Europe and to Asia.

No other nation is so well positioned
to reap the blessings of a global econ-
omy. As Thomas L. Friedman sug-
gested in the New York Times, Amer-
ica, as a nation, almost appears to have
been designed to compete in such a
world.

Having said this, let me be clear that
we have not pursued the goal of liberal-
izing trade solely because it is in our
own economic interest to do so. We
have pursued that goal because it is in
our political and security interests as
well.

It is worth noting, in the shadow of
the Veterans Day remembrance, that
conflicts over trade in the 1930’s deep-
ened the Great Depression profoundly
and fostered the political movements
that gave us the Second World War.
Our own revolution was fought in large
part because of the constraints Great
Britain imposed on the colonies’ trade.
Indeed, it is difficult to recall any
great conflict in which trade did not
play a part.

In my view, prosperity is the surest
means to secure peace, both because it
strengthens our capacity to maintain
our defense and because it reduces the
causes of conflicts that lead to war.

In this Chamber, we have had a spir-
ited debate that has raised a number of
significant issues—from alleged flaws
in our trade agreements, to the causes
and consequences of the trade deficit,
to the issues of labor standards and the
environment. We have benefited from
this exchange of views on both sides.
And, I was heartened by the vote in the
Senate to move to proceed to debate
the Finance Committee’s bill extend-
ing fast track negotiating authority—a
vote that commanded a majority of
Members from both sides of the aisle.

As heartened as I was by our vote, I
was as disappointed in the President’s
decision to ask that the measure not be
put to a vote in the House. It is clear,
from all reports, that the President
was unable to move a sufficient num-
ber of Members of his own party to join
in the effort to promote American eco-
nomic and political interests abroad.

My first thought on hearing of the
President’s decision, however, was not
about the past. My first thought was
for the future.

I say this because I happen to believe
that we are on the edge of an era of un-

paralleled prosperity, not just in the
United States, but throughout the
world. But the realization of such pros-
perity will depend on conditions. It will
depend on our making the right kinds
of choices.

It will depend on our ability to ad-
vance the cause of open markets and
the freedom to compete fairly through-
out the world.

Walter Lippman coined the term the
‘‘American Century’’ to apply to the
decades from the turn of the century
during which the United States grew to
a position of unrivaled economic, polit-
ical, and cultural strength. I happen to
believe that we are now entering a sec-
ond ‘‘American Century,’’ if we have
the courage to embrace the challenges
and opportunities of international
leadership that our greater destiny of-
fers us.

We will not advance our own cause if
we shirk that responsibility. Nor will
we serve the generations of Americans
that follow us if we shrink from an ex-
pansive vision of what we can accom-
plish together if we, as Americans, re-
main united in a common purpose.

In the abstract and arcane world of
international trade, there is little that
is not subject to debate and differing
points of view. One exception, however,
is that for the world to make progress,
the United States must lead.

This is the essence of the fast track
debate—whether we would offer the
President the means by which he can
exercise American leadership on the
trade front. Absent fast track, he will
not have a seat at the table. The rules
of the road will be written without our
full participation. History tells us that,
when that happens, the world does not
move in the direction of open, unfet-
tered commerce, but in the direction of
preferential trading systems often de-
signed to exclude the United States.

There are a series of negotiations on
the horizon within the WTO and other
forums. They will redefine the rules in
areas like agriculture, financial serv-
ices, and basic customs rules applicable
to every product imported into, or ex-
ported from, the United States.

They will proceed without us and in
a direction we will not like if the
President lacks the authority to en-
gage and lead. And if that is the case,
we are certain to lose a great deal. For
example, Charlene Barshefsky reminds
us that in the area of negotiating mar-
ket access to government procurement,
there is over a trillion dollars at stake
in Asia alone. In services, there is over
a $1.2 trillion global market, and in ag-
riculture over $600 billion.

I doubt whether the farmers of Amer-
ica will believe that it will be a suffi-
cient response to say that we failed to
act on fast track because we did not
understand the true cause of our trade
deficit and therefore left it to others to
define the rules that will govern our
agricultural trade into the 21st cen-
tury.

For that reason—for what is at stake
for Americans, for our families, for



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12550 November 13, 1997
jobs—high paying jobs—I want to see
us return to the issue of trade nego-
tiating authority in the coming session
of Congress. I want to see both Houses
of Congress move on as broad a front as
possible to secure our economic future.

Because of what is at stake, we must
make progress where we can, regard-
less of how broad a consensus we can
ultimately achieve. We need to address
the reality of these impending items on
the international agenda and define the
strategy the United States will pro-
mote in each. That does not give us the
luxury of waiting until a final consen-
sus has been reached on every issue
raised in our recent debates. We need
to be able to make an impact now and
I will be working with my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to ensure that
we do.

As for building a stronger bipartisan
consensus for the long run on trade, my
sense from our debates is that there
are a number of important issues that
need to be examined. They need to be
examined in a way that would excise
the politics and help us all understand
the dynamics at work in an increas-
ingly global economy. We need to de-
velop a mechanism for addressing these
issues, helping us resolve our collective
concerns, and allowing us to move for-
ward in a way that will benefit all
working Americans. I intend to work
closely with my colleagues toward this
end in the coming months.

Let me conclude with words of praise
for each and every Member of this
body. I believe that we have shown in-
credible leadership ourselves on an
issue of the utmost importance to
America.

I know we share a common goal of a
stronger American economy that bene-
fits all working men and women. In the
months ahead, let us unite in an effort
to resolve the differences between our-
selves in order to remove the road-
blocks that stand between us and that
common goal. Let us pull together in
this coming session of Congress to re-
define the debate in terms of the
progress we can make together toward
our ultimate objective.

Based on the Senate’s record in the
past, I have great confidence that we
can and will take that step forward to
embrace a brighter American future. I
thank my colleagues for their efforts
over the recent weeks, and look for-
ward to the opportunity to rejoin them
in pursuit of the greater good for all
Americans in this coming session.

Mr. President, I make a point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

MAURICE JOHNSON
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to

take a few minutes to recognize the

work of a man who has been a real
asset to this institution. He has many
fans in this room, both here on the
floor of the Senate and up there in the
press gallery. His name is Maurice
Johnson, Superintendent of the Senate
Press Photographers Gallery. He is re-
tiring this year after nearly 30 years.

What a perspective—30 years of life
in the Senate through a photographer’s
eye. Maurice has seen the entire range
of congressional milestones, celebra-
tions, inaugurations, investigations,
and, of course, occasional legislation.
He has taken part in sharing those
events with the world, helping in many
ways to ensure that the media cov-
erage has run smoothly. No one has yet
found a corner of the Capitol for which
Maurice doesn’t know the best angle
and lighting.

Maurice is a voice for all photog-
raphers who cover the Senate day to
day. As liaison between the Senators
and the photographers, he has been an
effective adviser, advocate, and coordi-
nator.

He has been most helpful to my staff
and to me over the past year and a half
as we have adjusted to our leadership
role. I thank him for his graciousness
always under all circumstances.

We should not forget that Maurice is
an accomplished photographer himself.
He captured history as he covered the
administrations of Presidents Truman,
Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson and
Nixon. Many of the images that we
have from national political campaigns
and conventions are Maurice’s work.
Some assignments must have been less
like work than others, though. Photog-
raphy for him has included the Red-
skins games or the U.S. Open golf tour-
nament. Sometimes it has been the
Miss America pageant. It certainly
seems to me he hasn’t exactly always
had a tough day at the office. It sounds
like it has been fun.

His talents have been rewarded by a
steady stream of awards that have
names like ‘‘Best Picture of the Year’’
and ‘‘First Prize.’’ He has been honored
nationally for single photos, for his
work in the Senate Photographers Gal-
lery, and for the entire span of his ca-
reer.

At a recent reception in Maurice’s
honor, the room overflowed with col-
leagues, friends, and family members
who conveyed their affection and high
regard for him. Now, as the session
draws to a close, I want to take the op-
portunity to let Maurice know how
much we in the Senate appreciate him
and his work. I am sure my colleagues
join me in thanking him for his many
years of dedication. We wish him, his
wife Lanny, and their children, Keith
and Maureen, well.

I yield the floor, Mr. President, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ABSENCE OF DEBATE
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I

noted on Monday of this week that the
administration had taken an important
step on drug policy. I think, however,
it was very much a misstep, and I do
not think the administration played
fair in doing it. Each year, the Con-
gress requires the administration to
submit a list of countries to be consid-
ered for certification on drug coopera-
tion. This is called the Majors List.

The list serves as a basis for consid-
ering whether the countries listed have
fully cooperated with the United
States to control drug production and
trafficking. It is this list that the
President then considers for certifi-
cation on March 1 of each year.

This year, and in keeping with what
seems to be a tradition with this ad-
ministration, the list came up to the
Hill very, very late. Because of this and
because of the history of tardiness, I
decided to send a message to the ad-
ministration, one that seemed nec-
essary to get their attention. So I put
a hold on several ambassadorial nomi-
nations to send the signal that Con-
gress takes compliance with this cer-
tification law on the Majors List very
seriously. After more than a week’s
delay, we finally received the list. As a
result, I removed my holds, but the list
as a document contains an omission
that deserves careful notice.

Left off the list were the countries of
Syria and Lebanon. Not just left off,
but what does that mean, ‘‘left off’’? In
this backhanded way, the administra-
tion decided in one big step to certify
these two countries as somehow fully
cooperating with the rest of the world,
in this case the United States, on drug
policy.

Let’s think about this for a moment.
Syria has been decertified for over 10
years. Syria was not certified even dur-
ing Desert Storm or Desert Shield
when it was one of our allies in that
war. Lebanon has just received a na-
tional-interest waiver—a decertifica-
tion with somehow a get-out-of-jail-
free card. Now, without debate or with-
out substantive explanation, the ad-
ministration has simply left these two
countries off the list. This is a momen-
tous change in policy. It reverses years
of consideration, and it appears to ig-
nore considerable evidence.

In the letter forwarding the list to
Congress, the President makes two ar-
guments for doing this. Neither argu-
ment stands up well.

The first argument seems to advance
the idea that because Syrian and Leba-
nese cultivation of opium has dropped
below 1,000 hectares, that this act
alone justifies a reconsideration of
their being on the list.

It may justify a reconsideration, pos-
sibly, but it hardly justifies backdoor
certification, and this is backdoor cer-
tification. Even the State Depart-
ment’s own annual drug report makes
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it clear that both Syria and Lebanon
remain major transiting countries for
drugs. This criterion alone is enough to
qualify for inclusion on the Majors
List, but the administration then ad-
vances the argument that this is some-
how OK, because the drugs do not come
into the United States. There seems to
be some belief in the administration
that this is a justification for not keep-
ing these two countries on the Majors
List. However, it is apparent the ad-
ministration does not read the law or
doesn’t even read its own reports.

But even if the facts supported re-
moving Syria from the list, which they
do not, the Congress deserves to be
briefed on this momentous change be-
forehand. Israel and other European al-
lies deserve notice of this dramatic
change of our policy. The American
public deserves a chance to understand
the change. This did not happen. In-
stead, what we have is indirect certifi-
cation. As a result, Syria will now es-
cape serious consideration next March,
despite evidence of significant traffick-
ing and production of these illegal
drugs.

When my staff first learned of the
prospect of the change in policy, I told
them to indicate to the State Depart-
ment that this would be a very, very
big mistake. I hoped that the Depart-
ment would not take the step that they
took.

I was of the opinion, however, mis-
take though it was, that if the admin-
istration wanted to proceed well, then
it was their call. I did not extend my
hold on the ambassadorial nominations
to cover the issue of Syria, and I with-
drew my hold on these nominations as
soon as the list was delivered, late
though it was. But this list raises yet
another concern.

What we are left with, days before
Congress adjourns, is a roundabout cer-
tification of Syria. I believe, as I said
before, that such a decision is a big
blunder. The way it was done does not
do justice to the issue or the process of
certification.

If it had not been done this way,
imagine for a moment how the issue
would have been handled. Next year, in
February, the administration would
have to make a decision to certify
Syria or not based on the merits. It
would have to make a case to Congress
at that point and even to the public at
that point for such a move. There may
be some who believe that in that more
straightforward environment, the same
decision would have been made, but I
doubt it.

With time to reflect and to consider,
to publicly debate the issues and the
facts, I seriously doubt that this ad-
ministration would have certified
Syria as fully cooperating in drug con-
trol. So not wanting to face the music,
the administration did this behind-the-
scene two-step instead. I hope the ad-
ministration will reconsider, and I
hope that my colleagues will join me in
signing a letter to the President asking
him to relook the issue.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of that letter by myself from this body
and Congressman J.C. WATTS, who is
leading the effort in the House of Rep-
resentatives, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, November 13, 1997.

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES,
Executive Office of the President, The White

House, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We note with con-

cern that you have not included Syria and
Lebanon on the annual Majors List sent to
the Congress. By this act, you have, in ef-
fect, certified Syria as fully cooperating on
drug control issues. The arguments advanced
in your transmittal letter to Congress, how-
ever, seems to be based on assumptions sup-
ported neither in the relevant law or by the
facts. Even should the facts justify the deci-
sion to ultimately certify Syria and Leb-
anon, however, we are also concerned about
the method by which this momentous deci-
sion was reached. This change in policy and
approach was not discussed with Congress
nor was there an effort made to establish the
justifications for this action. Instead, the de-
cision was made in a most indirect way at
the end of the Congressional year, thus pre-
cluding debate or public discussion of the is-
sues.

For these reasons, we hope that you will
reconsider the decision to place Syria and
Lebanon on the Majors List. That change
will then provide the Administration, Con-
gress, and the public the opportunity to dis-
cuss the merits of this decision publicly,
with ample time to reflect on the justifica-
tions for such a decision.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY.
J.C. WATTS.

f

NEED FOR HIGHEST STANDARDS
FOR INSPECTORS GENERAL

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
spoke a week ago about the necessity
of the inspector general of the Treas-
ury Department to resign. I want to
continue that discussion, because she
has not done that yet.

Next year is going to mark the 20th
anniversary of the Inspector General
Act of 1978. In my experience, inspec-
tors general are an important function
of our system of checks and balances.
Whereas committees of Congress may
not have the time or inclination to per-
form rigorous oversight, which happens
to be our constitutional responsibility,
the inspectors general offices are there
full time with nothing else to do.

I have worked very closely with
many IG’s. For the most part, they are
good at what they do. The IG Act has
been a tremendous success. Hundreds
of billions of dollars have been saved by
inspectors general.

At the same time, rarely has the IG’s
integrity been called into question.
That is, at least until now, Mr. Presi-
dent. The integrity of the inspector
general of the Treasury Department,
Valerie Lau, has been called into ques-
tion.

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations, chaired by Senator SUSAN
COLLINS, held 2 days of hearings just

last month. The subcommittee found
that the IG broke the law twice and
violated the standards of ethical con-
duct. These violations involved the let-
ting of two sole-source contracts, one
to a long-time associate of hers. In ad-
dition, her office improperly opened a
criminal investigation on two Secret
Service agents. In that matter, at least
one key document was destroyed—just
plain destroyed. And that indicated a
coverup.

Furthermore, the inspector general
provided false information to Congress.
And that is a no-no for anybody, but
particularly for somebody charged with
looking out to see that laws are faith-
fully enforced and that money is prop-
erly spent. Of all people in the bureauc-
racy, the inspector general should be
most careful.

The irony in all of this is, the IG is
supposed to stop this kind of activity,
not commit it. Yet that is what Valerie
Lau did.

Mr. President, the charge that IG
Lau violated these legal and ethical
standards is not conjecture. It is not
someone’s opinion or judgment. They
are simple facts—concrete facts. They
are findings. They are findings of a sub-
committee of the Congress of the Unit-
ed States. They are found in conjunc-
tion with the independent and non-
partisan General Accounting Office.

Bad enough that these violations oc-
curred by a watchdog, a watchdog
whose job it is to deter such actions,
but this IG’s reaction is even more
troubling. She agreed that they were
technical violations of law, but she
thinks that her actions were justified.

The Treasury IG is one of the most
important of all inspector general posi-
tions. Perhaps it is the most impor-
tant. The Treasury IG oversees 300 em-
ployees, many of whom are law en-
forcement officers.

How in the world can we allow an IG
who violated the law twice and who is
in denial about committing the viola-
tions to continue to perform the impor-
tant functions of inspector general?
How can the public, how can the Con-
gress, how can even her own employees
have confidence that she knows the dif-
ference between what is and what is
not the law?

Her responsibility is to catch those
who break the law. That is what an in-
spector general is supposed to be doing.
How can she do that given her own ac-
tions and her responses to the findings
of the General Accounting Office?

Ten days ago, Mr. President, imme-
diately after Senator COLLINS’ hear-
ings, I called, as I said previously
today, for Inspector General Lau’s res-
ignation, citing all these aforemen-
tioned violations. I cited the need for
the IGs to be beyond reproach, to have
the highest standards of integrity and
credibility and conduct. The public’s
trust and confidence in this inspector
general has without a doubt been un-
dermined.

Today, I renew my call for her res-
ignation. If the Treasury IG does not
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get it, does not get that she should step
down, the Treasury Secretary should.
The President should as well. The
Treasury Secretary has a responsibil-
ity, under this law, to generally super-
vise the IG. However, only Presidents
can fire inspectors general. In my view,
that means that Secretary Rubin is
obliged to review the record and to
make a recommendation to the Presi-
dent. The President would be obliged to
take action and notify Congress of his
action and why he took it. It should be
done swiftly. As long as this IG re-
mains in office, her troops remain de-
moralized and the IG’s important work
will be neutered.

There has been a lot of talk around
Washington that recent IG hires have
lacked experience and background.
That is certainly the case with the
Treasury inspector general.

I went back and reviewed the record
of her confirmation. Her hearing lasted
nearly 5 minutes. She was asked just
one question—whether her mother was
present in the audience. To follow up,
questions were then asked of her moth-
er. That ended the confirmation proc-
ess.

For the record, I want to make it
clear that I am a member of the com-
mittee, the Finance Committee, that
conducted the confirmation hearing. I
did not attend the hearing, but I sub-
mitted an extensive list of questions
for the record. And I received re-
sponses. They are part of the perma-
nent record.

As a result, I feel some obligation
that I did not do more to question In-
spector General Lau’s credentials and
experience at the time. I guess that is
because you like to give the Presi-
dent’s nominee the benefit of the
doubt. I guess I learned the hard way
that for the position of inspector gen-
eral, questioning one’s experience and
qualifications obviously is paramount.

I intend to be more aggressive on
that score in the future. The Inspector
Generals Act requires that the IG have
‘‘demonstrated ability.’’ That is in the
law, the words ‘‘demonstrated ability.’’
And it is in the law not once, not twice,
but seven different areas of the law.

Here is what the IG Act of 1978 says:
There shall be at the head of each office an

inspector general who shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, without regard to po-
litical affiliation and solely on the basis of
integrity and demonstrated ability in ac-
counting, auditing, financial analysis, law,
management analysis, public administra-
tion, or investigations.

Ms. Lau would attempt to claim a
demonstrated ability in accounting and
auditing. She is a CPA and has been a
Government auditor and evaluator.
But in this area of auditing, she had
reached only a GS–13 level. She man-
aged only three employees, according
to her deposition. And there was a 5-
year gap between this experience and
when she was finally confirmed by the
U.S. Senate.

How does that translate into becom-
ing the head of a 300-employee oper-

ation that conducts huge, complex au-
dits and even criminal investigations?

What is clear is that Ms. Lau began
the process of getting placed within
this administration through the Demo-
cratic National Committee. Were the
political connections enough to get the
job? I hope that is not the case. We
should have higher standards than that
for the job of inspector general, which
is a very important job.

Reflecting back on the statute, the
inspector general was not qualified in
the first place. Once in office, she un-
dermines her own integrity and credi-
bility. She no longer has the moral au-
thority needed to lead that office. To
me, it is an open and shut case. Ver-
dict: Time for new leadership.

That brings me to my final point.
This body would do well in the future
to watchdog the watchdogs. And the
inspectors general are watchdogs with-
in each department, both before con-
firmation and during their tenure, I
might say. I, for one, intend to increase
my own vigilance of the IG commu-
nity, as well as the experience and
background of nominees.

For starters, there is the IG’s peers—
called the President’s Commission on
Integrity and Efficiency.

The PCIE, as I will call it for short,
was established to conduct peer review
and investigate allegations of wrong-
doing by the IG. It is comprised of
other IG’s and is overseen by the Office
of Management and Budget. It is also
known as a do-nothing organization.
IG’s have rarely, if ever, been dis-
ciplined for wrongdoing by this organi-
zation.

Last April, I forwarded the allega-
tions against Inspector General Lau to
the PCIE. The issues involving the ille-
gal contracts that she let were sent to
the PCIE, by the PCIE to the Public In-
tegrity Section of the Justice Depart-
ment. The allegations involving her
improper opening of a criminal case
against two Secret Service agents was
sent to the independent counsel.

Because of the long process PCIE has,
which takes up to 6 months, Senator
COLLINS and her staff decided to act
swiftly and dig out all the facts with-
out the usual bureaucratic delay.
Meanwhile, by July, the PCIE shut
down its entire involvement in this
matter of Inspector General Lau.

Now that Senator COLLINS’ investiga-
tion is over, and the findings are on the
table, now is the time for decisive ac-
tion. Instead, and in very typical fash-
ion, here is what is going on.

Even though only the President can
fire the IG, the White House is saying
it is up to the Treasury Department to
act. The Treasury Department, which
must, according to law, generally su-
pervise the IG, says it is up to the PCIE
to act. The problem is, the PCIE does
not act. Besides, they washed their
hands of this matter way back in July.
The only possible PCIE involvement at
this point would be to drag out any de-
cision. That is because the PCIE proc-
ess takes 6 bureaucratically long
months.

What is going on here, Mr. President?
Where is the decisionmaking? Where is
the leadership? Where is the sense of
outrage from an administration that
says it will tolerate nothing but the
highest standards? This issue demands
action, not finger pointing. The longer
it takes, the more we undermine the
public’s trust and confidence in this ad-
ministration and in our Government
generally.
f

RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS
ACT OF 1997

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on
another matter, I want to speak for a
minute on the failure of fast-track
trade negotiating authority for the
President of the United States and the
action of the House of Representatives
this past weekend.

Last week, the Senate voted by a
margin of 68 to 31 to proceed to debate
on the fast-track bill. I believe without
a doubt it would have passed here and
would have been passed by a very huge
bipartisan margin. But the leadership
in the House decided not to bring the
bill to a vote and risk a defeat on such
an important issue for our Nation. The
leadership of the House decided that on
the advice of the President of the Unit-
ed States because he could not deliver
even 20 percent of the Democrat vote,
the vote of his own party, in the other
body.

Unfortunately, the result is the
same. The President of the United
States still does not have the negotiat-
ing authority that every other Presi-
dent since Gerald Ford has had. How
ironic that the Democratic-controlled
Congresses in the past granted fast-
track authority to a Republican Presi-
dent—such as Gerald Ford, Ronald
Reagan, and George Bush—and yet
Democrats in this Congress refuse to
give the President, a President from
their own party, the same authority.
Who would have thought that the
President could not convince one-fifth
of his own party to vote with him on
such an important issue? This was a
big win for leaders of labor unions in
Washington. They proved that they
have more influence with Democrats in
the House of Representatives than the
President of the United States does.
But it was not a win for the rank and
file union members, the workers who
manufacture the products or perform
the services that would be exported
throughout the world.

It was not a win for the farmers of
America either who increasingly de-
pend on foreign markets for a big share
of their income. It was a big loss for
working men and women of this coun-
try.

I know some may question my quali-
fications for drawing these conclusions.
You might say, how can a Republican
Senator substitute his judgment for
that of labor leaders? So I would like
to read a few quotes from a Washington
Post editorial of November 11.

As you know, Mr. President, the
Washington Post has often taken the
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side of labor against Republican poli-
cies. So I believe they might have some
credibility on this issue, as well.

Labor opposed fast track because
they believe that liberalized trade
leads to American companies relocat-
ing to other countries and American
workers losing their jobs to imports.
They also argued that fast track was
flawed because it didn’t give the Presi-
dent authority to force other countries
to adopt our labor and environmental
standards.

The Washington Post, for one, be-
lieves that the lack of fast-track au-
thority actually makes it more likely
that Americans will lose their jobs.
The Washington Post says that the
President, not having negotiating au-
thority, makes it more likely that
American workers will lose their jobs.

. . . while fast track’s defeat may be good
news for a few unions . . . it certainly
doesn’t help the vast majority of American
workers. With the President less able to
knock down trade barriers overseas, U.S.
manufacturing firms will have more, not
less, incentive to relocate, to get footholds,
inside closed markets.

That bears repeating, Mr. President.
Without fast track, companies have
more incentive to relocate. That’s be-
cause high trade barriers may prohibit
U.S. companies from exporting to a for-
eign market. In order to sell in that
area the company would actually relo-
cate there.

Why would we want a trade policy in
this country that would make an
American company go to some other
country to make a product to sell in
that country, when if you reduce the
barriers in that other country through
these negotiations, that company could
stay in America and export to that
country and become competitive?

Just within the last 2 weeks, I had a
CEO of a major corporation in Des
Moines, IA, our capital city, who said if
the President doesn’t get this author-
ity and the barrier to Chile reduced
through trade or through trade nego-
tiations, then he was going to have to
move there to build to do the business
in South America that he wants to do.

The United States has one of the
most open economies in the world. Our
average tariff is just 2.8 percent. Many
other countries have virtually closed
markets. According to the World Bank,
for instance, China’s average tariff is 23
percent; Thailand, 26 percent; the Phil-
ippines, 19 percent; Peru, 15 percent;
Chile, a flat 11 percent tariff.

It can be difficult for American com-
panies to export to a country like
China that places a 23-percent tariff on
our goods. The tariff prices our goods
out of the market. One alternative for
these companies is to actually move
their plants to China and avoid paying
that tariff.

The preferred alternative, Mr. Presi-
dent, and the one that is going to bene-
fit American workers and, hence, bene-
fit the entire economy, because Amer-
ican workers are very productive, is ob-
viously to negotiate with China to

lower tariffs, bring their tariffs down
to our level. Then the companies can
stay here, employ American workers
and export their goods to China.

But we can’t negotiate these tariffs
down without the President fast-track
authority. That is why fast track is so
important. It leads to lower tariffs in
foreign countries. Most importantly, it
leads to the preservation of American
jobs.

Fast track also leads to the creation
of new jobs. Exports already support 11
million jobs in this country. Each addi-
tional $1 billion of sales of services or
manufactured products creates be-
tween 15,000 and 20,000 new jobs. These
jobs pay 15 percent to 20 percent higher
than non-export-related jobs. In Iowa,
companies that export provide their
employees 32 percent greater benefits
than nonexporting companies.

All of this is in jeopardy without our
passing a bill giving the President the
authority to negotiate. As the Wash-
ington Post puts it, ‘‘[w]ith exports
growing more slowly, or not at all,
fewer new jobs will be created.’’ So the
failure of fast track hurts the workers
of this country.

Mr. President, the editorial has one
final comment on labor’s concerns with
worker standards in other countries.
‘‘Less trade certainly won’t improve
the standards of overseas workers, for
whose welfare many Democrats
claimed concern. And with the United
States Government hamstrung, Japan,
the European Union and developing
countries will have a greater influence
in shaping world trade policies. How
hard do you think they’ll push for im-
proved labor and environmental stand-
ards?’’

Mr. President, I don’t often say that
the Washington Post is right. Eco-
nomic stability and prosperity are the
only proven means of increasing labor
and environmental standards. The
United States, due to our affluence, has
the luxury of imposing high labor and
environmental standards. Other coun-
tries don’t yet have this ability. But
increased trade will bring this eco-
nomic stability, and it will lead to
higher labor and environmental stand-
ards in other countries as well.

Cutting off trade, or failing to pass
this legislation, reduces our influence
in these other countries and it in-
creases the influence of countries such
as Japan and the European Union. Can
we trust Japan and the European
Union to advance America’s interests
in world trading negotiations? The
Washington Post correctly assumed
that we cannot. Only the President of
the United States, and the Congress
working in conjunction with him, be-
cause that is what this legislation can
do, can advance our interests and pro-
tect our interests. Only we can influ-
ence other countries to improve their
environment and labor standards, to
improve human rights, and to embrace
democracy through the process of
international trade that brings people
together rather than keeping people
apart.

That is what I am most concerned
about. The failure of fast track leaves
a vacuum of leadership in international
issues. Up until now, this vacuum had
been filled by the United States. Ever
since World War II, to some extent
going back to the Reciprocity Act of
the 1930’s, since 1934, the United States
has led the world in reducing barriers
to trade, and we have benefited greatly
from this leadership.

American workers are the most pro-
ductive, highest paid workers in the
world. American companies produce
the highest quality products. And
American consumers have more
choices of goods and pay less of their
income on necessities such as food than
consumers in any other country. These
are the benefits that we have enjoyed
because we have been willing to lead on
trade.

I’m afraid that our leadership may
now be questioned by our trading part-
ners after last weekend’s events. These
countries are going to move on without
us. They are going to continue to form
regional and bilateral trading arrange-
ments that won’t include the United
States. The United States won’t be at
the table to protect our interests. And
the losers in all of this will be the
American workers, the loss of jobs, and
the consumers won’t have the benefit
that they now have.

Mr. President, I hope we can return
next year and we can have a rational
debate about what trade means to this
country—because somehow that has
been lost in the process—and how im-
portant it is for the President of the
United States to have fast track au-
thority, to be the living representation
of America’s moral leadership, to lead
in free and fair trade, which we have
done for 40 or 50 years.

We have already lost 3 full years
without this legislation and the oppor-
tunity to lead; 20 agreements we have
missed out on. We cannot afford to
wait any longer.

I ask that the Washington Post edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 11, 1997]
THE FAST-TRACK LOSS

Trade liberalization benefits most people,
but it also invariably hurts a few. Those who
are helped—as goods become cheaper, as
standards of living rise, as exports grow—
often don’t attribute their good fortune to
rising trade, which is after all only one com-
ponent of a complex economy. Those who
have lost their jobs or believe they have lost
their jobs to overseas competition, on the
other hand, don’t hesitate to affix blame. In
the political process, the losers and potential
losers naturally lobby vociferously; the win-
ners, a larger but more diffuse group, don’t.
To rise above the special interests of the los-
ers (while taking into consideration their le-
gitimate needs) and vote in the overall inter-
est of society is what we should expect of our
politicians—it has something to do with
statesmanship. And until now, every Con-
gress since President Ford’s time has man-
aged to do just that. But this Congress, in
failing early Monday morning to approve
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trade-negotiating authority for President
Clinton, did the opposite—it caved in to the
special pleaders. Washington insiders will
measure the defeat in its impact on Mr. Clin-
ton—whether it spells the beginning of his
lame-duckhood, and all the rest. But the
more serious damage is to U.S. economic
leadership—America’s ability to help shape
the global rule book—and, potentially, to
global economic prosperity.

The post mortems will find no shortage of
culprits. Mr. Clinton overpromised on
NAFTA and underdelivered on the promises
he made to Congress to win NAI approval. He
waited too long to push for renewed nego-
tiating authority—known as ‘‘fast track,’’
because it allows him to negotiate treaties
that Congress can reject but not amend—and
then don’t even have legislation ready when
he finally, this fall, began the campaign for
what he called his most important legisla-
tive priority. More broadly, his inconstancy
over the years left many members of Con-
gress unwilling to put faith in his promises
and assurances. Businesses, which generally
support free trade, jumped into the fight too
late and too half-heartedly. And 25 Repub-
licans congressmen who could have provided
the margin of victory but who withheld their
backing in a failed effort to extort support
from Mr. Clinton for an unrelated (and un-
justified) proposal to gut America’s family-
planning assistance overseas, also bear re-
sponsibility.

But of course the lion’s share of blame—or
credit, as they would have it—goes to Mr.
Clinton’s fellow Democrats and their backers
in organized labor. In the end, fewer than 45
of 205 House Democrats were ready to stand
by their president. In part, this reflects the
growing importance of union contributions
to political campaigns. Since the Democrats
lost control of the House, businesses have
shifted their giving heavily to Republicans;
total Democratic receipts from political ac-
tion committees have gone down, and the
union share has gone up—to 46 percent in
1996.

Of course, most Democrats said they were
voting on the merits, not the dollars. But
while fast track’s defeat may be good news
for a few unions, such as in the textile
trades—though even that is arguable—it cer-
tainly doesn’t help the majority of American
workers. With the president less able to
knock down trade barriers overseas, U.S.
manufacturing firms will have more, no less,
incentive to relocate, to get footholds inside
closed markets. With exports growing more
slowly, or not at all, fewer new jobs will be
created. Less trade certainly won’t help im-
prove the standards of overseas workers, for
whose welfare many Democrats claimed con-
cern. And with U.S. government hamstrung
Japan, the European Union and developing
countries will have a greater influence in
shaping world trade policies. How hard do
you think they’ll push for improved labor
and environments standards?

Mr. Clinton yesterday withdrew his pro-
posal before it could go down to defeat, and
he said he intends to try again in this Con-
gress. The signs are not auspicious, but you
never know. Maybe next time the greater
good will prevail.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COATS). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON COM-
MERCE, STATE, JUSTICE APPRO-
PRIATIONS

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
want to discuss the report pending that
should come over from the House of
Representatives in the next while on
the appropriations bill that relates to
the Commerce, State, Justice Depart-
ments. And part of what is in this re-
port that we expect to see relates to
the importation of surplus military
weapons that were manufactured in the
United States and, many years ago,
were sent abroad as part of our mili-
tary assistance program.

Now, although there was initially no
bill or report language on the issue in
either the House or the Senate bills be-
fore conference, the issue has neverthe-
less consumed an enormous amount of
time over the past few weeks, and it
has generated some significant con-
troversy. I have had a deep interest in
this subject because I believe that
when we load this society of ours up
with more guns, we ought to know why
we are doing it.

It has been the policy of three admin-
istrations—Reagan, Bush, and now the
current Clinton administration—to ban
foreign governments from exporting to
our shores and selling these American-
made military weapons that we gave or
sold them at sharp discounts to help us
fight common enemies, and sell these
weapons to the U.S. commercial mar-
kets.

Nonetheless, the National Rifle Asso-
ciation and the gun importers sup-
ported an attempt—in the dark of
night, I point out—to slip a provision
into the conference agreement on this
bill to overturn this longstanding pol-
icy and allow military weapons made
for military use to flood America’s
streets.

The administration strongly opposed
this attempt. In fact, the President’s
senior advisers, at one point, said they
would recommend that the President
veto the bill—this important bill—to
finance our Justice Department, our
State Department, and our Commerce
Department—if it included an amend-
ment to allow foreign governments to
export large quantities of military
weapons for commercial sale in Ameri-
ca’s cities and towns. They don’t re-
strict whose hands these fall into.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the letter from the OMB director,
Franklin Raines, on this issue be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,

Washington, DC, November 6, 1997.
Hon. FRANK LAUTENBERG,
Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR LAUTENBERG: The Adminis-

tration strongly objects to the inclusion of
any provision in the FY 1998 Commerce, Jus-
tice and State Appropriations Conference
Report to allow for the importation of sur-
plus military weapons. We have repeatedly
opposed such provisions, and the President’s
senior advisers would recommend that he
veto the bill if it includes language that
would allow large quantities of surplus mili-
tary weapons to be imported.

The Administration finds it unacceptable
that—in the same appropriations bill that
funds the nation’s law enforcement prior-
ities, such as putting more police on our
streets—the Committee is considering lan-
guage that could flood our streets with mil-
lions of military surplus weapons. These
weapons, including M–1 Garands and M–1911
.45 caliber pistols, were designed for military
purposes and provided to foreign govern-
ments as a form of military aid. Moreover,
hundreds of these guns have already been re-
covered by law enforcement officers through-
out the United States. Opening the door to
more of these weapons would only serve to
further undermine public safety.

We strongly urge the Committee to reject
this provision.

Sincerely,
FRANKLIN D. RAINES,

Director.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The Washington
Post and the New York Times also edi-
torialized against this dark-of-night as-
sault just this past week.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of these and previous editorials be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 12, 1997]

HILL ALERT: A BAD OLD GUN BILL

We’re down to the dangerous mad-dash
time in Congress when truly bad ideas can
sneak into law—and today the gun lobbyists
are poised with a flood-the-market firearms
scheme disguised as an innocent ‘‘curios and
relics’’ proposal. Once again, certain mem-
bers of Congress who are semiautomatic
hawkers of the National Rifle Association’s
line, linked with lobbyists for gun importers,
are seeking to slip language into an appro-
priations bill that would allow an arsenal of
some 2.5 million weapons from abroad to go
on the U.S. market.

This stockpile has made the rounds glob-
ally: The weapons were originally paid for by
U.S. taxpayers. Then as U.S. Army surplus
the firearms were given or sold to foreign
governments years ago. But they are more
than quaint relics for the walls of collectors;
many of these firearms can be converted eas-
ily into illegal automatic weapons for do-
mestic crimes such as holdups, assaults and
murder. The weapons could pile into the U.S.
market from supplies in the Philippines, Mo-
rocco, India, Turkey, Vietnam, Iran, and
other countries. Estimated value of these
deadly weapons on legal or illegal markets?
Approximately $1 billion.

It has been for the safety of the public that
the Reagan, Bush and Clinton administra-
tions all enforced a policy of keeping such
overseas stockpiles out of the country and
thus off the streets. Letting them in would
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risk driving down the price of firearms gen-
erally and making weapons more easily ob-
tainable by street criminals.

Law enforcement officials around the
country warn that there has been an in-
creased use of these weapons against police
officers. More than 1,800 M1 rifles and M1911
pistols were traced to crime scenes in 1995–96
and in 1997, about 1,000 more have been
traced. According to the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms, 13 law enforcement
officers have been killed by M1 rifles or
M1911 pistols since 1990.

Clinton administration officials have ad-
vised Sen. Frank Lautenberg and others
seeking to block the gun-lobby scheme that
senior advisers would recommend a veto if
this proposal comes to the president’s desk.
But it shouldn’t come to that, just as it
shouldn’t be slipped into any appropriations
bill at the eleventh hour of a congressional
session. The provision should be removed and
if not, rejected.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 12, 1997]
AVOIDING ADJOURNMENT BLUNDERS

The final hours before Congress takes a
long recess are usually dangerous. It is a
time when bad riders are attached to blame-
less appropriations bills, and complex legis-
lation is denied the measured debate it de-
serves. With these cautionary notes, we urge
Congress to avoid the following pitfalls as it
stumbles toward the door.

National Forests. The so-called ‘‘Quincy
Library Group’’ bill passed the House with
only one dissenting vote and now awaits ac-
tion on the Senate floor. The Senate should
delay and use its vacation to rethink a meas-
ure that was marketed to the House under
false pretenses.

The bill would require at least 40,000 acres
of logging each year in a 2.5-million-acre
stretch of national forest in California’s Si-
erra Nevada. It was advertised as an experi-
mental fire-control program and touted as a
consensus measure devised by local and tim-
ber industry officials who met at the Quincy,
Calif., town library in 1993. Yet this is not a
pilot program—it would double logging in
the area and threaten valuable watersheds.
Further, the Forest Service, by law the cus-
todian of the national forests, had no real
input. This bill sets bad precedents and re-
quires major revisions.

Family Planning. Both the House and Sen-
ate have attached to their foreign aid appro-
priations bill a provision that would deny
Federal funds to any overseas family plan-
ning organization that performs abortions or
lobbies to change foreign abortion laws—
even though the groups in question use their
own money to further objectives. President
Clinton does not like this provision. Con-
gress could avoid a nasty veto fight by re-
moving the objectionable language in con-
ference.

Gun Control. Some House members want
to attach to an appropriations bill a dan-
gerous amendment that would allow the im-
portation of some two million surplus mili-
tary rifles and handguns from countries that
originally got them as a form of military as-
sistance. The N.R.A. and its supporters—in-
cluding dealers who would buy and re-sell
the weapons—say they are merely relics. But
they can still kill people. This attempt to
overturn current law, which bans such im-
ports, deserves a crushing defeat.

Congress could more profitably use its
final hours to rectify an oversight. It grant-
ed itself a modest 2.3 percent pay raise last
month but failed to award the same increase
to Federal judges, whose pay is linked to
Congressional pay. The remedy is to attach
an amendment to one of the appropriations
bills granting the raise. That is one last-
minute rider we would applaud.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 9, 1997]
THE SURPLUS GUN INVASION

Gun dealers, with the enthusiastic support
of the National Rifle Association, are once
again trying to sneak through Congress a
measure that could put 2.5 million more ri-
fles and pistols onto American streets and
provide a handsome subsidy for weapons im-
porters and a few foreign governments. This
bill, introduced with disgraceful stealth,
should be pounced on by the Clinton Admin-
istration and all in Congress who are con-
cerned about crime.

The bill is an amendment to the Treasury
Department’s appropriation, which may
come to a vote in the House this week. It
would allow countries that received Amer-
ican military surplus M–1 rifles, M–1 car-
bines and M1911 pistols to sell them to weap-
ons dealers in the United States. The coun-
tries—allies and former allies such as the
Philippines, South Korea, Iran and Turkey—
got the guns free or at a discount or simply
kept them after World War II, or the Korean
and Vietnam wars. Current law requires
them to pay the Pentagon if they sell the
guns and bars Americans from importing
them. The new bill would change both provi-
sions.

The N.R.A. argues that the guns are mere-
ly relics. But they are not too old to kill. In
1995 and 1996 the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms traced these models to more
than 1,800 crime sites. Senator Frank Lau-
tenberg, the bill’s main opponent, says these
guns have killed at least 10 police officers
since 1990. M–1 carbines can be converted to
automatic firing, and all the M–1’s are easily
converted into illegal assault weapons.

Republicans attached a similar bill to an
emergency spending measure last year but
took it out under pressure from the White
House. President Clinton should threaten to
veto the Treasury appropriation if the meas-
ure remains.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 4, 1997]
SURPLUS WEAPONS, SURPLUS DANGER

Gun sales are flat, so the nation’s gun im-
porters are looking to shake up the market.
Once again they want permission to bring
into the country an arsenal of as many as 2.5
million U.S. Army surplus weapons that
were given or sold to foreign governments
decades ago.

The industry classifies the guns as obsolete
‘‘curios and relics’’ of interest mostly to col-
lectors and sports shooters. But they’re not
talking about a gentleman officer’s pearl-
handled revolvers. These are soldiers’ M1 Ga-
rand rifles, M1 carbines and .45-caliber M1911
pistols; some can be converted to automatic
or illegal assault weapons with parts that
cost as little as $100. For public safety rea-
sons, the Pentagon declines to transfer such
surplus to commercial gun vendors, which is
why the Clinton, Bush and Reagan adminis-
trations have enforced a policy of keeping
the overseas weapons out.

This week, the gun importers, cheered on
by the National Rifle Association, quietly
persuaded a House appropriations panel to
approve language to prevent the State, Jus-
tice and Treasury departments from denying
the importers’ applications. It’s a slap at the
country’s efforts to reduce gun violence.

To introduce a flood of these historical
weapons is to risk driving down the price of
firearms and putting more within the reach
of street criminals. It isn’t simply gun-con-
trol groups but the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms that warns of an in-
creased use of these kinds of weapons against
police around the country. In 1995–96 alone,
304 U.S. military surplus M1 rifles and 99 sur-
plus pistols were traced to crime scenes. At
least nine law enforcement officers have

been killed by M1 rifles or M1911 pistols since
1990, according to Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D–
N.J.), who has introduced legislation to ce-
ment the import ban in law by reconciling
some contradictory statutes.

The State Department says that weapons
transfers—even for outdated guns—should
remain an executive branch prerogative to
be handled country by country. Why should
the governments of Turkey, Italy or Paki-
stan collect a windfall from U.S. gun import-
ers when the products they are trading origi-
nally were supplied by the U.S. government?
Why should Vietnam and Iran be allowed to
earn currency from U.S.-made weaponry
they took as ‘‘spoils of war.’’ President Clin-
ton last year headed off a similar effort to
allow in the surplus weapons and should be
counted on to do so again.

GUNS—AND THE M–1 BOOMERANG

The people who bring you America’s Gross
National Arsenal—the weapons-pushers who
keep the firearms flowing to the streets of
neighborhoods near you—are poised to go
global with sales of weapons that you al-
ready bought with your taxes years ago. The
U.S. gun industry hopes to make a fortune
by importing millions of M–1 Garand rifles,
M–1 carbines and .45-caliber M1911 pistols—
surplus American military firearms that the
Pentagon originally gave away or sold at a
discount to various countries over the years.
Many of these weapons are especially handy
because they can be converted easily into (il-
legal) automatic weapons for domestic uses
such as committing crimes and killing peo-
ple.

That’s not how this deadly deal is charac-
terized by the industry, of course, or by John
Sununu, former chief of staff under Presi-
dent Bush, or others working with the gun
industry who are pushing the import plan in
Congress. These groups prefer to talk about
the weapons that would go to collectors and
describe the legislation they keep trying to
slip quietly through Congress as a harmless
move to offer a new supply of ‘‘curio and
relic’’ guns for collectors and other souvenir-
seekers.

But as reported by Post staff writer John
Mintz this week, the firearms would be com-
ing back to the United States from supplies
in the Philippines, Morocco, India, Turkey
and other countries. Gun industry lobbyists
helped persuade Sen. Ted Stevens of Alaska
to introduce measure allowing the weapons
into the country—and specifically forbidding
federal officials from blocking their entry. In
July, with no debate, Sen. Stevens got the
provisions slipped into the appropriations
continuing resolution; it wasn’t until the
White House objected that the provision was
removed. Now, the senator’s office and indus-
try representative say they hope to get the
provision enacted soon.

Backers of the plan argue that the weapons
at issue are obsolete and pose no threat to
anyone. It’s true that the M–1 rifle is bulky
and not a great item for street crimes. But
the M–1 carbine and the pistols are another
lethal matter. The carbine can be converted
easily to automatic fire. The concern is not
with single sales to individual collectors but
with supplies getting into the wrong hands.
Legislation to allow imports only of rifles
that are, say, World War II vintage or earlier
could serve the collector market. But Con-
gress should consider any such proposal care-
fully—and openly, with hearings—instead of
blessing a new domestic flood of weapons de-
signed for war.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Finally, a coali-
tion of 50 organizations including
Handgun Control, the Violence Policy
Center, and the Coalition to Stop Gun
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Violence, opposed this effort to over-
turn the policy of three administra-
tions on this issue.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a copy of their
letter on the issue.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SEPTEMBER 8, 1997.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: In late-July, dur-

ing mark-up of the Fiscal Year 1998 Treas-
ury-Postal Service-General Government Ap-
propriations bill, the Appropriations Com-
mittee accepted an amendment that would
allow foreign governments to export to the
United States for commercial sale, millions
of military weapons the United States pre-
viously made available to foreign countries
through military assistance programs.

For a range of public health and safety, na-
tional security, and taxpayer reasons, we
strongly urge you vote to delete this provi-
sion from the Fiscal Year 1998 Treasury-
Postal Service-General Government Appro-
priations bill.

Supporters of this amendment describe it
as an innocuous measure which simply al-
lows the importation of some obsolete ‘‘cu-
rios and relics.’’ In reality, the amendment
would allow the import of an estimated 2.5
million weapons of war, including 1.2 million
M1 carbines. The M1 carbine is a semi-auto-
matic weapon that can be easily converted
into automatic fire equipped with a 15-30
round detachable magazine.

This is a Public Safety Issue: Although the
backers of the provision claim that these
World War II era weapons are now harmless
‘‘curios and relics’’, in reality they remain
deadly assault weapons. According to the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms,
the M1 Carbine can be easily converted into
a fully-automatic assault rifle. For this rea-
son, the Department of Defense has refused
to sell its surplus stocks of these weapons to
civilian gun dealers and collectors in the
United States.

According to Raymond W. Kelley, the
Treasury Department’s Under-Secretary for
Enforcement, the inflow of these weapons
will drive down the price of similar weapons,
making them more accessible to criminals.
Already, during 1995–1996, ATF has traced
1,172 M1911 pistols and 639 M1 rifles to crimes
committed in the United States.

This is a Government Oversight Concern:
Nearly 2.5 million of these weapons were
given or sold as ‘‘security assistance’’ to al-
lied governments. Under United States law,
recipients of American arms and military
aid must obtain permission from the United
States government before re-transferring
those arms to third parties. Setting a dan-
gerous precedent, this amendment fun-
damentally undercuts the ability of the
United States government to exercise its
right of refusal on retransfer of United
States arms.

The Reagan, Bush, and Clinton Adminis-
trations have all barred imports of these
military weapons by the American public.
The Appropriations bill explicitly overrides
this policy, prohibiting the government from
denying applications for the importation of
‘‘U.S. origin ammunition and curio or relic
firearms and parts.’’ In effect, the provision
would force the Administration to allow
thousands of M1 assault rifles and M1911 pis-
tols into circulation with the civilian popu-
lation, thereby not only threatening public
safety but also undermining governmental
oversight and taxpayer accountability.

STOP THE IMPORT OF MILITARY WEAPONS

This is Also a Taxpayer Concern: The amend-
ment also presents a windfall of millions of

dollars to foreign governments and United
States gun dealers. The amendment effec-
tively terminates a requirement that allies
reimburse the United States treasury if they
sell United States-supplied weapons. Accord-
ing to ATF, each M1 Carbine, M1 Garand
rifle, and M1911 pistol currently sells for
about $300–500 in the United States market.
The South Korean, Turkish, and Pakistani
governments and militaries stand to make
millions from the resale of these weapons.
South Korea has 1.3 million M1 Garands and
Carbines, while the Turkish military and po-
lice have 136,000 M1 Garands and 50,000 M1911
pistols. These weapons were originally given
free, or sold at highly subsidized rates, or re-
trieved as ‘‘spoils of war.’’ The United States
Department of Defense does not sell these le-
thal weapons on the commercial market for
profit. Why should we allow foreign govern-
ments to do so?

Again, we strongly urge you vote to delete
this provision from the Fiscal Year 1998
Treasury-Postal Service-General Govern-
ment Appropriations bill.

Thank you.
American College of Physicians, Amer-

ican Friends Service Committee,
James Matlack, Director, Washington
Office; American Jewish Congress,
David A. Harris, Director, Washington
Office; American Public Health Asso-
ciation, Mohammad Akhter, M.D., Ex-
ecutive Director; Americans for Demo-
cratic Action, Amy Isaacs, National
Director; British American Security
Information Council, Dan Plesch, Di-
rector; Ceasefire New Jersey, Bryan
Miller, Executive Director; Children’s
Defense Fund; Church of the Brethren,
Washington Office, Heather Nolen, Co-
ordinator; Church Women United, Ann
Delorey, Legislative Director.

Coalition to Stop Gun Violence, Michael
K. Beard, President; Community
Healthcare Association of New York
State, Ina Labiner, Executive Director;
Concerned Citizens of Bensonhurst,
Inc., Adeline Michaels, President; Con-
necticut Coalition Against Gun Vio-
lence, Sue McCalley, Executive Direc-
tor; Demilitarization for Democracy;
Episcopal Peace Fellowship, Mary H.
Miller, Executive Secretary; Federa-
tion of American Scientists, Jeremy J.
Stone, President; Friends Committee
on National Legislation, Edward (Ned)
W. Stowe, Legislative Secretary; Gen-
eral Federation of Women’s Clubs, Lau-
rie Cooper, GFWC Legislative Director;
Handgun Control, Inc., Sarah Brady,
Chair; Independent Action, Ralph
Santora, Political Director; Iowans for
the Prevention of Gun Violence, John
Johnson, State Coordinator; Legal
Community Against Violence, Barrie
Becker, Executive Director; Lutheran
Office for Government Affairs, ELCA,
The Rev. Russ Siler; Mennonite
Central Committee, Washington Office,
J. Daryl Byler, Director; National As-
sociation of Children’s Hospitals and
Related Institutions, Stacy Collins, As-
sociate Director, Child Health Im-
provement; National Association of
Secondary School Principals, Stephen
R. Yurek, General Counsel.

National Black Police Association, Ron-
ald E. Hampton, Executive Director;
National Coalition Against Domestic
Violence, Rita Smith, Executive Direc-
tor; National Commission for Eco-
nomic Conversion and Disarmament,
Miriam Pemberton, Director; National
Council of the Churches of Christ in
the U.S., Albert M. Pennybacker, Di-
rector, Washington Office; National
League of Cities; New Hampshire

Ceasefire, Alex Herlihy, Co-Chair; New
Yorkers Against Gun Violence, Bar-
bara Hohlt, Chair; Orange County Citi-
zens for the Prevention of Gun Vio-
lence, Mary Leigh Blek, Chair; Peace
Action, Gordon S. Clark, Executive Di-
rector; Pennyslvanians Against Hand-
gun Violence, Daniel J. Siegel, Presi-
dent; Physicians for Social Respon-
sibility, Robert K. Musil, PhD., Execu-
tive Director; Presbyterian Church
(U.S.A.), Washington Office, Elenora
Giddings Ivory, Director; Project on
Government Oversight, Danielle Brian,
Executive Director; Saferworld, Peter
J. Davies, U.S. Representative; Texans
Against Gun Violence—Houston, Dave
Smith, President; Unitarian Universal-
ist Association of Congregations, The
Rev. Meg A. Riley, Director, Washing-
ton Office for Faith in Action; U.S.
Conference of Mayors; Unitarian Uni-
versalist Service Committee, Richard
S. Scobie, Executive Director; Vir-
ginians Against Hangun Violence,
Alice Mountjoy, President; WAND
(Women’s Action for New Directions),
Susan Shaer, Executive Director;
Westside Crime Prevention Program,
Marjorie Cohen, Executive Director;
YWCA of the U.S.A., Prema Mathai-
Davis, Chief Executive Officer; 20/20 Vi-
sion, Robin Caiola, Executive Director.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Fortunately, Mr.
President, the provision was not in-
cluded in the conference agreement
that the Senate will consider later this
evening and these dangerous military
weapons will not flood our streets. This
is a huge victory for the American peo-
ple.

Mr. President, the weapons at issue
were granted or sold to foreign govern-
ments, often at a discount, through
military assistance programs, and
some were given to or left in foreign
countries during wars. They are called
curios or relics because they are con-
sidered by some to have historic value
or are more than 50 years old.

One of them I carried in World War II
when I was a soldier in Europe. It was
an M–1 carbine. It may be a curiosity
now or a relic. But I can tell you it was
there to be used for my protecting my-
self or to kill the enemy. Fortunately,
neither happened. But I carried it by
my side when I served on the European
Continent.

But they are not innocuous antiques
or museum pieces. They remain deadly
weapons.

Proponents of allowing the importa-
tion of these weapons argue that they
are historic firearms that are not dan-
gerous. In fact, the amendment would
have flooded the market with millions
of lethal killing weapons.

Under the amendment that was re-
jected, 2.5 million, semiautomatic mili-
tary weapons—including the M–1 car-
bine, M–1 Garand, and M–1911 pistol—
would have flooded the streets. The M–
1 carbine can easily be converted into
an illegal, fully automatic weapon.

These semiautomatic military weap-
ons may be old, but they are lethal.
Thirteen American police officers have
recently been murdered with M–1’s and
M–1911’s.

In New Jersey in 1995, Franklin
Township Sgt. Lee Gonzalez was killed
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by Robert ‘‘Mudman’’ Simon during a
routine stop. Simon was a Warlocks
motorcycle gang member. Simon, who
had just committed a robbery, shot
Gonzalez twice, once in the head and
once in the neck, using an M–1911 semi-
automatic pistol. That’s the same
weapon that would be imported under
the rejected amendment.

In Texas in 1991, Pasadena police offi-
cer Jeff Ginn was killed with an M–1
carbine. He was responding to a call
about smoke coming from a house in
the neighborhood he was patrolling.
Ginn found Marvin Harris holding a
woman hostage in her own home. When
he saw police officer Ginn, Harris shot
him in the leg. Ginn hobbled to the
front of the house, where he leaned up
against a tree, begging not to be shot
again. Harris murdered officer Ginn by
shooting him in the temple and the ab-
domen with the M–1 carbine.

In New Hampshire—the home State
of the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee, Senator JUDD GREGG,
who knows only too well of the impact
of the use of that weapon—Sgt. James
Noyes of the New Hampshire State Po-
lice was killed in the line of duty with
an M–1 carbine in 1994.

And there are many innocent civil-
ians who have been threatened and
murdered with these weapons as well.
In 1995 and 1996, M–1’s and M–1911 weap-
ons were traced to more than 1,800
crimes nationwide. Already, nearly
1,000 crimes have been traced to these
weapons in 1997.

Allowing the importation of large
numbers of these killer weapons would
undermine efforts to reduce gun vio-
lence in this country. And everybody
would like to have that done. I can tell
you. It doesn’t matter what State or
what kind of community—rural or
urban. That is the biggest fear that
people have; that is, that they will lose
a loved one to a violent act, or some-
one will pick up a gun, or either ran-
domly or directly shoot one of their
children, brother, sister, mother or fa-
ther.

This would also reduce the cost of
weapons, because there would be a
marketplace filled with 2.5 million—
the maximum capacity for expor-
tation—making them more accessible
to criminals.

It would also provide a windfall for
foreign governments at the expense of
the U.S. taxpayer. The weapons were
paid for by the American taxpayer and
were provided to foreign governments
through our assistance program. The
market value of the 2.5 million that
can be traced to foreign governments
exceeds $1 billion.

That adds insult to injury.
Allowing millions of U.S.-origin mili-

tary weapons to enter the United
States would profit a limited number
of arms importers and would not be in
the overall interest of the American
people. These weapons are not designed
for hunting or for shooting competi-
tions; they are designed for war. For-
eign countries should not be permitted

to sell these weapons on the commer-
cial market for profit.

There is no doubt foreign govern-
ments would make a handsome profit
from their sale in the commercial mar-
ket. Consequently, countries that the
United States assisted in times of need,
such as South Korea and the Phil-
ippines, and even a country like Iran
could make a profit out of these sales.
Imagine permitting weapons to be im-
ported into this country that would
send dollars back to Iran. It is an out-
rage.

In lieu of approval of an amendment
to import these weapons, the adminis-
tration is being asked to provide a re-
port on the curios or relics issue. The
report will provide information about
the quantity of applications and arti-
cles that have been approved for impor-
tation as well as an estimate of the
number of firearms available for im-
portation from overseas. It will also ex-
plain how an M–1 carbine can be con-
verted into an illegal machinegun or
assault weapon.

I have no problem asking the Govern-
ment to prepare a report for the use of
the House or the Senate. But I would
like to make sure that this is a bal-
anced report, that it doesn’t simply list
statistics. But I want to explain why it
is important for the President and Sec-
retary of State to retain their author-
ity to retain control over firearms
granted or sold by the Government ex-
clusively for foreign military use and
never intended for private use.

I would also encourage the adminis-
tration when it submits a report to in-
clude information about applications
in the Bush and Reagan administration
as well. After all, this administration
is upholding a policy that was first es-
tablished by President Reagan and
upheld by the Bush administration.

I believe the administration should
include in the report a description of
any law enforcement or grand jury in-
vestigations of alleged illegal conduct
related to the importation of M–1 or
M1911 firearms. A grand jury pre-
viously investigated one attempt to
import these weapons by a company
with a peculiar name called Blue Sky.
There were serious allegations that the
law was manipulated for personal gain,
and the investigation ended when the
lead witness mysteriously died in a
plane crash. The American people have
the right to understand what happened
in this inquiry.

The report I believe also—this is an
expansion on what is in the report re-
quested of the administration. It is
something I didn’t agree with. But we
are at a very late point in time when
these bills have to be considered. So we
have accepted this report against,
frankly, my best judgment.

The report also should provide an
analysis of the number and types of
weapons that have been added to the
curios or relics list since 1980, the proc-
ess by which those weapons are added
to the list, and the entities that have
petitioned to have weapons added to

the list. The American people have the
right to understand more about the
way military weapons are designated
as curios and relics.

Finally, I believe it should include a
comprehensive overview of the number
of homicides and violent crimes com-
mitted against police officers and
against civilians with M1’s or M1911’s,
regardless of the manufacturer, or any
other firearm on the curios or relics
list. Though curios and relics may have
some historical interest for collectors,
many of these firearms remain of con-
cern due to crime.

Mr. President, I am delighted that
this effort to overturn U.S. policy be-
hind closed doors in the dark of night
was defeated. And just to clarify, for
the information of those who might
not understand our arcane way of oper-
ation, there is a bill, and in the bill
there is a mandate that certain things
be done. Report language is suggested
on top of that bill but does not have
the effect of law. That is what I am
talking about here—this report lan-
guage, not the bill itself.

I am delighted, again, that this effort
to overturn U.S. policy behind closed
doors was defeated. It would have been
an insult to the American people to
overturn a longstanding policy behind
the closed doors of the Appropriations
Committee.

I have introduced legislation, S. 723,
to repeal a loophole in the Arms Ex-
port Control Act that could enable
these weapons to enter the country
under a future administration. I hope
that my colleagues will support this
bill.

In the meantime, Mr. President, this
is a victory for the American taxpayer
and a victory for all concerned about
safety.

I hope we reject the notion that we
ought to take back and pay for things
that we gave away, or that we sold at
sharp discounts.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would

like to respond to remarks made by the
Senator from New Jersey, Senator
LAUTENBERG, concerning the ‘‘curio or
relics’’ U.S. origin historic firearms
issue. I believe it’s important for the
Senate to be aware of this information
in evaluating the actions taken today
on the Commerce, Justice, State and
Judiciary appropriations bill.

The amendment that the Senator
from New Jersey refers to, which has
been under consideration in both the
fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 ap-
propriations processes, is intended to
correct a serious injustice in the way
that our nation’s firearms import laws
are being administered. The amend-
ment stops the Administration from ig-
noring Congress’ intent that historic
firearms be allowed to return to U.S.
soil. Despite the fact the amendment
was not added to the Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State spending bill, I am con-
fident, based on the bipartisan support
enjoyed by the amendment, that it will
be passed in this Congress. A brief re-
view of the history behind this issue is
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in order. In 1984, Congress first enacted
a statute, 18 U.S.C. 925(e), specifically
permitting the importation of military
surplus curio or relic imports. At the
time of enactment, however, the stat-
ute only benefited foreign collectibles,
since other acts interfered with U.S.
origin curio or relics from returning to
the United States.

In 1987, Congress remedied the incon-
sistency by enacting a provision for the
importation of certain U.S. origin am-
munition and curio or relic firearms
and parts into the United States at 22
U.S.C. 2778(b)(1)(B). The Treasury De-
partment issued implementation regu-
lations after the passage of both laws.
The Department of State, which in cer-
tain cases consults with the Treasury
Department on firearms imports, frus-
trated the purpose of the 1988 law by
refusing to consent to U.S. origin ap-
plications, ostensibly on the basis of
foreign policy interests. The Depart-
ment of State for years has frustrated
the efforts of importers to bring his-
toric curio or relic firearms into the
United States.

In addition to fully assembled U.S.
origin curio and relic firearms being
denied entry into the United States,
curio or relic U.S. origin military sur-
plus parts and U.S. origin military sur-
plus ammunition applications that
used to be approved by ATF directly,
are now being denied. Many hobbyists
and collectors are being denied access
to these historic arms. Many millions
of dollars in business will now be lost
on rifle parts sales and rifle ammuni-
tion, severely hurting an import indus-
try that has already been very ad-
versely affected by President Clinton’s
policies.

With regard to the criticism that has
been leveled against the amendment,
and these arms, several important
facts are in order. First of all, this
amendment was not inserted in any
bill ‘‘in the dark of night’’, it was part
of an open mark-up over a year ago in
the Commerce, Justice, State Sub-
committee in the Senate for the appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1997, and
this year, for fiscal year 1998, it was
added on the House side in an open full
committee mark-up on the Treasury,
Postal Service appropriations bill. This
is a well-known issue and one that has
been widely publicized; in fact, Senator
LAUTENBERG and other opponents of
this provision have certainly ensured
that it has been given attention.

I realize that opponents of this
amendment have been using the media
to sensationalize the subject and to
scare the general public into believing
that there is something nefarious
about these fine old arms. However, al-
legations concerning or implying a spe-
cial crime threat that ‘‘curio or relic’’
M1 Garands, M–1 Carbines and M–
1911A1 pistols pose to police officers or
innocent civilians is simply false.
Similarly, allegations that Iran will
profit from the sale of these firearms is
also wrong. In addition, the character-
ization of what the Bureau of Alcohol,

Tobacco and Firearms trace data indi-
cates is misleading at best, as even
ATF acknowledges that ATF gun trace
data may not be used to make statis-
tical assumptions about the use of fire-
arms.

Here are just some of the basic facts
about this matter:

First, ‘‘curio or relics’’ are defined as
firearms which are of special interest
to collectors, and are at least fifty
years old, or are certified by a curator
of a municipal, State or Federal mu-
seum to be curios or relics of museum
interest, or have some rare, novel or bi-
zarre characteristic because of their as-
sociation with some historical figure,
period or event. They are not the crime
gun of choice for criminals.

Second, corrective language is need-
ed to enforce existing import laws and
regulations that already permit the
importation of U.S. origin curio or
relic firearms, parts and ammunition
from non-proscribed nations (the Arms
Export Control Act, Section 38, 22
U.S.C. 2778 and the Gun Control Act of
1968).

Third, the purpose of the Gun Control
Act was to provide ‘‘support to Fed-
eral, State and local law enforcement
officials in their fight against crime
and violence,’’ but not to ‘‘place any
undue or unnecessary Federal restric-
tions or burdens on law-abiding citi-
zens with respect to the acquisition,
possession, or use of firearms appro-
priate to the purpose of hunting, trap-
shooting, target shooting, personal
protection, or any other lawful activ-
ity.’’ Additionally, the enactment of
the Gun Control Act was ‘‘not intended
to discourage or eliminate the private
ownership or use of firearms by law-
abiding citizens for lawful purposes’’
(i.e., such as gun collecting). The Ad-
ministration’s actions are completely
contrary to legitimate collecting and
hobby pursuits.

Fourth, these firearms and ammuni-
tion were initially supplied to friendly
foreign governments by sale or gift to
promote the foreign policy interests of
the United States. The U.S., under the
Foreign Assistance Act, can waive re-
ceipt of any proceeds derived from such
a sale and request that the proceeds be
set aside in a special account. In most
cases, the U.S. does so for the purposes
of letting the ally nation modernize its
military equipment. Since the U.S.
usually would have assisted such a na-
tion anyway in some manner with the
modernization of their military equip-
ment, the allowance of keeping the
sale proceeds actually represents a po-
tential cost savings to the U.S. tax-
payer.

Fifth, rifles, which constitute the
vast majority of these guns, are not
the alleged crime threat that oppo-
nents of this provision would like the
American people to believe. In ATF’s
July, 1997 report entitled ‘‘ATF, The
Youth Crime Gun Interdiction Initia-
tive, Crime Gun Trace Analysis Re-
ports’’ 8 out of 10 crime guns traced
within a 10 month period in 1996/97 were

handguns. Out of an average of the
trace data that ATF compiled from 17
major cities across the United States,
from July 1, 1997 through April 30, 1997,
all rifles comprised only 7.98 percent of
the total firearms traced to crimes. In
fact, according to ATF’s latest data
concerning firearms traced to a crime
scene’’ in 1995, out of the 70,000 fire-
arms traced to a crime scene, only .331
percent were U.S. origin firearms. In
1996, the percentage decreased: out of
the 140,000 firearms traced to a crime
scene, only .275 percent were U.S. ori-
gin firearms. In 1997, U.S. origin fire-
arms constitute only .303 percent out
of the total 200,000 firearms traced. In
summary, these firearms are generally
not attractive to criminals. They are
expensive, heavy, cumbersome and not
easily concealable.

Sixth, Senator LAUTENBERG’s figure
of 2.5 million U.S. origin ‘‘curio or
relic’’ firearms that would be imported
is incorrect. First of all, we do not im-
port ‘‘millions’’ of guns into this coun-
try on an annual basis. Currently, the
rough total number of all firearms that
are annually imported into this coun-
try is in the 800,000 to 900,000 range.
Only a relatively modest number of
U.S. origin curio or relic firearms are
available for importation into the
United States in commercially accept-
able and safe-to-shoot condition—these
will not number in the millions.

Finally, current law—the Inter-
national Traffic in Arms Regulations,
the Arms Export Control Act, the For-
eign Assistance Act and the Gun Con-
trol Act of 1968—already prohibits U.S.
importers from trading with proscribed
countries, such as Iran, whose foreign
policy threatens world peace and the
national security of the U.S. and sup-
ports acts of terrorism. The proposed
appropriations language made it very
clear that importation would only be
permitted from non-proscribed nations.

Regarding the report language that
has been added to the bill. I would like
to point out that Senator LAUTEN-
BERG’s statement suggested expansion
of the conference report language is
contrary to what was accepted in the
bill. It is clear that the items Senator
LAUTENBERG offered on the floor were
specifically rejected by the Conferees,
which are as follows:

First, the Conferees did not accept
the Administration providing a de-
scription of any law enforcement or
grand jury investigations of alleged il-
legal conduct related to the importa-
tion of M–1 or M19911 firearms.

Second, the Conferees did not accept
the Administration reporting on the
number and types of weapons that have
been added to the ‘‘curios or relics’’ list
since 1980, the process by which those
weapons are added to the list, and the
entities that have petitioned to add
weapons added to the list.

Third, the Conferees did not accept
the Administration providing a com-
prehensive overview of the number of
homicides and violent crimes commit-
ted against police officers and against
civilians with M1s or M19911s.
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In addition, Mr. President, Senator

LAUTENBERG suggested by the use of
term ‘‘simple’’ that the Administration
should report on how ‘‘simple’’ the con-
version of M–1 carbine is from semi-
automatic to an illegal fully automatic
gun. That is not what the report lan-
guage calls for—it calls for an expla-
nation of the facts. Converting the M–
1 Carbine requires an M2 parts conver-
sion kit; however, that is not readily or
easily accomplished, since it is strictly
controlled under the National Firearms
Act of 1934.

In summary, this amendment is
needed, and I regret we could not
achieve it this year. With the addi-
tional information from the Adminis-
tration, and an early start on the mat-
ter, I believe we will be able to right
what has been a wrong to the gun col-
lecting and importing community for
many years.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah is recognized.
Mr. HATCH. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. HATCH pertain-

ing to the introduction of S. 1530 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)
f

JUDICIAL CONFIRMATION
PROCESS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as we
complete the 1st session of the 105th
Congress, I would like to update my
colleagues on how we have advanced
the judicial confirmation process. Let
me say from the outset that I believe
one of the Senate’s most important
functions is its constitutional author-
ity, and responsibility, to render advice
and consent to the President in his
nomination of Federal judges.

Unique in our system of Government,
Federal judges serve for life, and are
entirely unaccountable to the elector-
ate. When a single Federal judge is con-
firmed by the U.S. Senate, he or she
will exercise enormous power over our
people, our States, and our public and
private institutions, for years and
years to come. As the scope of Federal
law—both statutory and constitu-
tional—has exploded to cover virtually
all areas of our lives and culture, and
as our society has become more liti-
gious, Federal judges have come to
wield vast power over countless aspects
of our everyday lives. Moreover, the
troubling trend toward increased judi-
cial activism has only enhanced the
power that judges exercise in our soci-
ety.

As a result, I have dedicated consid-
erable time and energy to thoroughly
review each nominee in an effort to en-
sure that only individuals of the high-
est caliber are permitted to serve on
the Federal bench. At the same time,
of course, I am cognizant that as Presi-
dent, Mr. Clinton is entitled to some
deference in his choice of Federal
judges, and I have sought to respect
the President’s decisions.

To date, the Senate has confirmed 239
Clinton judges, of which 35 were con-
firmed this year alone. Those 239
judges represent nearly one-third of
the entire Federal bench. We currently
have nine judges pending on the Senate
floor. If those judges are confirmed, as
I hope they will be, the Senate will
have confirmed 44 Federal judges dur-
ing this session.

I believe that the Judiciary Commit-
tee has been proceeding fairly and at
reasonable pace. Indeed, I strongly be-
lieve that we must do our best to re-
duce the approximately 80 vacancies
that currently exist in the Federal
courts. There are, however, limits to
what the Judiciary Committee can do.
We cannot, no matter how hard we
may try, confirm judges who have yet
to be nominated. Of the 43 nominees
currently pending, 9 were received in
the last month.

And 13 of those pending nominees are
individuals simply renominated from
last Congress. So, of those 80 vacancies,
45 are, in effect, a result of the admin-
istration’s inaction. Forty-three total
pending ¥ 8 incomplete paperwork = 35
real nominees; 80 vacancies ¥ 35 real
nominees = 45 White House inaction.

Moreover, of the 79 total judicial
nominees sent forward to the commit-
tee this year, 47 have now had hearings.
Of the 47 nominees that have had hear-
ings, 41 have been reported out of com-
mittee. Of those 41 nominees reported
out of committee, 35 have been con-
firmed, and 9 are pending on the Senate
floor.

The committee has moved non-
controversial nominees at a relatively
speedy pace. In fact, I pledge that when
the administration sends us qualified,
noncontroversial, nominees, they will
be processed fairly and promptly. In-
deed, in the last few months, the ad-
ministration has finally begun sending
us nominees that I have for the most
part found to be quite acceptable. Take
Ms. Frank Hull, for example. She was
nominated for a very important seat on
the Eleventh Circuit. Ms. Hull was
nominated June 18, had her hearing
July 22, and was confirmed on Septem-
ber 4. This is a remarkably fast turn-
around.

Or consider Mr. Alan Gold from Flor-
ida. He was nominated in February. We
completed his paperwork and our re-
view in March and April, he had a hear-
ing shortly thereafter in May, and he
was reported out of committee and
confirmed before the July 4 recess.

Two other good examples are Ms.
Janet Hall from Connecticut and Mr.
Barry Silverman, of Arizona. Ms. Hall
was nominated to the U.S. District
Court June 5, 1997, the committee had
a hearing on July 22, and she was con-
firmed September 11. Mr. Silverman
may have even set the record: The
committee received his nomination on
November 8, held his hearing on No-
vember 12, and reported him out of
committee today.

Clearly, when it comes to new, non-
controversial nominees, we are, in fact,

proceeding with extraordinary speed
and diligence.

More controversial nominees, how-
ever, take more time. Indeed, many of
the individuals renominated from the
104th Congress have proven difficult to
move for a variety of reasons. Unfortu-
nately, of the 79 individuals nominated
this Congress, only 56 have been new;
the other 23 are individuals who were
previously nominated, but have been
controversial and proven difficult to
move through the committee—much
less to confirm. When the administra-
tion simply sends back nominees who
had problems last Congress, it takes
much more time, and is much more dif-
ficult, to process them. It is worth
pointing out that there was, in vir-
tually every instance, a reason why the
Senate confirmed 239 other Clinton
nominees but not those 23. And, if all
we are left with are judges whom we
are not ready to move, I will not com-
promise our advice and consent func-
tion simply because the White House
has not sent us qualified nominees. As
I said at the outset, the Senate’s advice
and consent function should not be re-
duced to a mere numbers game. The
confirmation of an individual to serve
for life as a Federal judge is a serious
matter, and should be treated as such.
In fact, we have sat down with the
White House and Justice Department
and explained the problems with each
nominee, and they understand per-
fectly well why those nominees have
not moved.

Many inaccurate accounts have been
written charging that this body has un-
reasonably held up judicial nomina-
tions. That claim is simply not true.
As of today, we have processed 47 nomi-
nees—35 confirmed, 9 on the floor, 2 are
pending in committee and 1 withdrawn.
Now, not all of these judges have yet
been confirmed, but I expect that they
will be confirmed fairly promptly. As-
suming most of these nominees are
confirmed, I think you will see that
our efforts compare quite favorably to
prior Congresses, in terms of the num-
ber of judges confirmed at this point in
the 1st session of a Congress. As of
today, we have confirmed 35 judges. If
we confirm the 9 judges pending on the
Senate floor, we will have confirmed 44
Federal judges this year.

Republicans confirmed 55 judges as of
the end of the 1st session in the 104th
Congress. Indeed, the Democrats con-
firmed only 28 judges for President
Clinton at the end of the 1st session
back in the 103d Congress. Although
the Democrats confirmed 57 judges as
of the end of the first session back in
1991, for a Republican President, they
confirmed only 15 judges in 1989 and 42
judges in 1987, both for Republican
Presidents. So the plain fact is that we
are right on track with, if not ahead of,
previous Congresses. And this is par-
ticularly significant given the fact that
we have more authorized judgeships
today than under Presidents Bush or
Reagan. In fact, there are more sitting
judges today than there were through-
out virtually all of the Reagan and
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Bush administrations. As of today,
there are 763 active Federal judges. At
this point in the 101st and 102d Con-
gresses, by contrast, when a Democrat-
controlled Senate was processing Presi-
dent Bush’s nominees, there were only
711 and 716 active judges, respectively.

The Democrat Senate actually left a
higher vacancy rate under President
Bush: Just compare today’s 80 vacan-
cies to the vacancies under a Demo-
cratic Senate during President Bush’s
Presidency. In May 1991 there were 148
vacancies, and in May 1992 there were
117 vacancies. I find it interesting that,
at that time, I don’t recall a single
news article or floor speech on judicial
vacancies. So, in short, I think it is
quite unfair, and frankly inaccurate, to
report that the Republican Congress
has created a vacancy crisis in our
courts.

It is plain then, that current vacan-
cies not result of Republican stall.
First, even the Administrative Office
of the Courts has concluded that most
of the blame for the current vacancies
falls on the White House, not the Sen-
ate. It has taken President Clinton an
average of 534 days to name nominees
currently pending, for a vacancy—well
over the time it has historically taken
the White House. It has taken the Sen-
ate an average of only 97 days to con-
firm a judge once the President finally
nominates him or her, and in recent
months we’ve been moving non-
controversial nominees at a remark-
ably fast pace. As a result, with the ex-
ception of nominees whose completed
paperwork we have not yet received,
the White House has only sent up 43
nominees for these 80 vacant seats—of
which 13 were received just prior to the
Senate going into recess. Forty-five of
those seats are, in effect vacant be-
cause of White House inaction.

Second, those vacancies were caused
by a record level of resignations after
the elections. During President Clin-
ton’s first 4 years, we confirmed 204
judges—a near record high, and nearly
one quarter of the entire Federal
bench. By the close of last Congress,
there were only 65 vacancies. This is
virtually identical to the number of va-
cancies under Senator BIDEN in the
previous Congress. The Department of
Justice itself stated that this level of
vacancies represents virtual full em-
ployment in the Federal courts. So last
Congress we were more than fair to
President Clinton and his judicial
nominees. We reduced the vacancy
level to a level which the Justice De-
partment itself considers virtual full
employment. But after the election
last fall, 37 judges either resigned or
took senior status—a dramatic number
in such a short period. This is what has
led to the current level of 80 vacancies.

Many Judicial ‘‘Emergencies’’ are far
from that: I would also like to clarify
a term that is now bandied about with
little understanding of what it really
means a judicial ‘‘emergency’’ is sim-
ply a seat that has been unfilled for a
certain period of time. In reality,

though, many of those seats are far
from emergencies. Indeed, of the 29 ju-
dicial emergencies, the administration
has not even put up a nominee for 7 of
those seats. As for the others, I think
you will find that a number of the rel-
evant districts do not in fact have an
overly burdensome caseload.

And, keep in mind that the Clinton
administration is on record as having
stated that 63 vacancies—a vacancy
rate of just over 7 percent—is consid-
ered virtual full employment of the
Federal judiciary. The current vacancy
rate is only 9 percent. How can a 2 per-
cent rise in the vacancy rate—from 7 to
9 percent—convert full employment
into a crisis?

It can’t. The reality is that the Sen-
ate has moved carefully and delib-
erately to discharge its constitutional
obligation to render advice and consent
to the President as he makes his ap-
pointments. I am satisfied by the com-
mittee’s work this session, and look
forward to working with the adminis-
tration in the coming months to iden-
tify qualified candidates to elevate to
the Federal bench.

I yield the floor I thank the Chair.
Mr. ROBB addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia.
f

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR WILLIAM B.
SPONG, JR., OF VIRGINIA

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise
today to reflect on the life and service
of William B. Spong, Jr., a distin-
guished statesman, a former U.S. Sen-
ator from the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, and a mentor to many of us who
entered politics inspired by his extraor-
dinary conviction.

Bill Spong died in Portsmouth, VA,
on October 8, 1997, at the age of 77. He
left behind a son, a daughter, five
grandchildren, and a legacy of public
service to the people of Virginia un-
matched in his lifetime. As his child-
hood friend, Dick Davis, said so elo-
quently, ‘‘the state has lost a leader
that may never be replaced.’’

Bill Spong epitomized the profes-
sional commitment and personal integ-
rity that was his hallmark. He was a
quiet giant.

The product of two outstanding Vir-
ginia universities—Hampden Sydney
College and the University of Virginia
School of Law—Bill Spong could have
gone anywhere and made money. But
he went home to Portsmouth, set up a
law practice with his friend, Dick
Davis, and successfully ran for the Vir-
ginia House of Delegates and then the
State senate.

A philosopher once said, while ‘‘every
man is a creature of the age in which
he lives, very few are able to raise
themselves above the ideas of the
time.’’ We, in Virginia, will be forever
grateful that Bill Spong was one of
those rare individuals who thought—
and acted—ahead of his time. While in
the House of Delegates, he joined a
moderate group of ‘‘Young Turks’’ to

pressure the legendary Byrd Machine
into investing more money into edu-
cation. And as a member of the State
senate in 1958, he exhibited what would
become a lifetime understanding of the
value of learning by chairing a state-
wide Commission on Public Education.

Then, in 1966, Bill Spong made his-
tory. In a Democratic primary, he chal-
lenged U.S. Senator A. Willis Rob-
ertson, a 20 year Byrd machine-backed
incumbent, and won by 611 votes. ‘‘We
called him Landslide Spong,’’ remem-
bered his friend and campaign manager
William C. Battle.

As a member of this body, Mr. Presi-
dent, Bill Spong focused not on poli-
tics, but on policy and principle. ‘‘He
agonized over legislation in his quest
to do what he believed to be right,’’ his
former Press Secretary, Pete Glazer,
said recently.

‘‘Bill Spong was the kind of public
servant we all try to emulate,’’ said
Congressman ROBERT C. SCOTT, ‘‘a man
of integrity who courageously stood by
his convictions and his principles, even
when it might not be the immediately
popular thing to do.’’ As Alson H.
Smith, Jr., reflected: ‘‘If Bill Spong
thought it was right, he did it.’’

Mr. President, Bill Spong was a
statesman.

But 1972 taught us that Senators
with great courage can be demagogued
and out spent, and Bill Spong lost his
Senate seat amidst George McGovern’s
landslide defeat to Richard Nixon. ‘‘In
the Watergate year of 1971,’’ remem-
bered his college friend, and former
U.S. attorney, Tom Mason, ‘‘Bill Spong
became an early victim of the 11th
hour 30-second television spots that
continue to plague our political sys-
tem.’’ ‘‘In my judgement,’’ Mason said,
‘‘Bill Spong’s defeat in 1972 was one of
the worst developments in Virginia’s
political history.’’

The Senate’s great loss, however, was
the Commonwealth’s great gain, as Bill
Spong left this institution to continue
his extraordinary service to Virginia.
He became dean of William and Mary’s
Marshall-Wythe School of Law in 1976
and his stewardship brought our Na-
tion’s oldest law school from near ruin
to national prominence. In 1989, he be-
came the interim president of Old Do-
minion University in Norfolk.

‘‘He had a real intellectual bent,’’ re-
membered Bill Battle. ‘‘He was prob-
ably more comfortable as Dean of the
Law School at William and Mary than
at any other time of his life.’’

‘‘His sense of humor was unbeliev-
able,’’ Battle continued. ‘‘When we
were in law school together after World
War II, he was always where the trou-
ble was but never in it. It’s hard to be-
lieve he’s no longer around.’’

Mr. President, we may mourn Bill
Spong’s death. We may remember his
life. But we may never know the
breadth of his legacy, or the inspira-
tion he lent along the way. No political
leader in the Commonwealth was more
responsible for my own entry into Vir-
ginia politics than Bill Spong. Dick
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Davis entered public life because he
was angry that his lifelong friend—who
he described last week as ‘‘a great Vir-
ginian and a great Senator’’ —lost his
Senate seat. There’s no question that
Bill Spong was an enormous force in
the leadership of our State that began
in 1981.

In fact, in 1977, when I was Lieuten-
ant Governor and our party was frac-
tured and discouraged, I asked Bill
Spong to help us put the pieces back
together. I’ll always be grateful that
the Spong Commission Report, as we
called it, laid the groundwork for the
unity we needed to succeed 4 years
later.

Mr. President, during the time I
served as Governor, I appointed Bill
Spong to the Council on Higher Edu-
cation and asked him to Chair the Gov-
ernor’s Commission on the Future of
Virginia. The latter produced an ex-
traordinary report that helped guide
public policy—and progress—in Vir-
ginia for over a decade. Just last sum-
mer, I asked Bill Spong to chair a judi-
cial nomination committee to rec-
ommend a nominee for the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the Eastern District of
Virginia. As always, his extraordinary
judgement and unique vision were in-
valuable.

‘‘Bill worked hard throughout his
public and private life to bring Vir-
ginians together to make a better
world for all of us,’’ Congressman
SCOTT said. ‘‘I will miss his leadership
and his friendship.’’

‘‘He never forgot where he came
from,’’ remembered his former press
aide, Pete Glazer, ‘‘and he died in the
city where he was born.’’

‘‘Two hundred years ago, we were for-
tunate to have dedicated and enlight-
ened leaders of this Commonwealth,’’
said H. Benson Dendy III. ‘‘Truly Sen-
ator Spong was such as a leader of our
time.’’

I will close, Mr. President, with two
eulogies delivered at Bill Spong’s me-
morial service in Williamsburg by Rob-
ert P. Crouch, Jr. and Timothy J. Sul-
livan. Their eloquence is a shining trib-
ute to a man who has been an inspira-
tion to so many.

I ask unanimous consent they be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the eulo-
gies were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

REMARKS ON THE LIFE OF THE HONORABLE
WILLIAM B. SPONG, JR.

(By Robert P. Crouch, Jr.)

Athenians of antiquity defined a statesman
as one who plants trees knowing he will
never enjoy their shade. Such was the states-
manship—such was the life—of William
Belser Spong, Jr.

Bill Spong entered my life in June of 1971,
when I followed my friend, the Senator’s
good and devoted friend, Whitt Clement, as
the Senator’s driver and aide. I traveled with
the Senator in that capacity for the remain-
ing year and a half of his Senate service.

It was an unusual position that we who
served as ‘‘wheelman and gofer’’ occupied.
Callow and often bungling, just out of col-
lege, we had a staff position that was among

the most humble in the office . . . in title, in
rank, and in salary.

But ours was also the most privileged posi-
tion on the staff. For we were with the Sen-
ator. And anyone who was with Bill Spong
for much time at all became his student.

Awestruck to work for this Senator whose
career I had admired from a distance, I trav-
eled with him to his beloved Portsmouth
during my first week on the job. Entering
the Spong home, luggage in hand, I was met
by the Senator’s mother, Emily Spong. (My
awe was to increase very rapidly.) She stood
at the top of the stairs and said to me, with
what I would come to know as unquestion-
able authority:

‘‘Young man, you go tell Billy, the one you
call ‘Senator,’ to get in here right now!’’

I quickly developed a tremendous affection
for Emily Spong, fueled, in part, by her shar-
ing with me stories of youthful misbehavior
of the Senator and his best friend Richard,
but I never stopped calling her son ‘‘The Sen-
ator.’’

And while we of his Senate staff would,
over the years, hear him referred to as
‘‘Dean Spong,’’ then ‘‘President Spong’’ (I
liked that one a lot, and suspect that he en-
joyed it as well), or—more familiarly as—
‘‘Bill,’’ or ‘‘Billy,’’ or even ‘‘Spongo,’’ by
some of his oldest and dearest friends—Tom
Mason, Dick Davis, the Battle boys, John
and Bill, among others—most of those of us
who worked with him in Washington would
always refer to him as ‘‘The Senator.’’ And
always will.

The details of that Senate service—the leg-
islation, the tough decisions on tough votes,
the campaigns—are well known and have
been well reviewed in recent news articles. I
prefer to take this brief time to speak of the
character of his public service.

An anecdote shared with me by an assist-
ant United States attorney in our Roanoke
office, Don Wolthuis, who was a student of
the Senator at the Marshall-Wythe School of
Law, captures that character. Faced with a
difficult personal decision, Don went to Dean
Spong for advice. After hearing Don explain
his dilemma, the Senator simply responded:
‘‘Whatever you do, do it well.’’

But ‘‘doing it well’’ was not a simple or
brief process for Bill Spong. It was a well or-
dered and deliberate process. And it was this
he applied to his Senate service as he did to
every other aspect of his life. It involved an-
ticipating the challenges and the needs of
the future; scanning the horizon of time;
thoughtfully examining options and con-
sequences; making a well informed choice,
then carrying through with that decision
with grace and excellence. He lived the
motto of Virginia-born Sam Houston: ‘‘Do
the right thing and risk the consequences.’’

The Senator delighted in one reporter’s de-
scription of him as ‘‘A gray cat in the Chesa-
peake fog.’’ During that time, in the years
since, and in the past several days, the word
‘‘cautious’’ has been frequently used to de-
scribe him. If caution is understood to mean
‘‘risk adverse,’’ then it is incorrectly applied
to Bill Spong, for it is the seemingly ‘‘cau-
tious’’ choice which is often the least popu-
lar; the most difficult to make; the least un-
derstood by others; the most frustrating to
sustain; and the most expensive.

His integrity—intellectual and moral—in-
formed all that Bill Spong did in the United
States Senate, and it earned him the respect
and affection of his colleagues of both politi-
cal parties, and of their office and committee
staff.

We who worked for him during those years
learned not only from the Bill Spong of the
Senate office and the Senate floor. He later
acknowledged that his political fortune was
the victim of his Senate duty—and it is cor-
rect that he chose to sacrifice the votes of

civil club meetings to the votes duty re-
quired he cast on the Senate floor. However,
it should also be understood that whenever
he was free from Senate duties, he was in the
State. During that year and a half, for exam-
ple, we traveled to all but one of Virginia’s
counties. And what travels those were.

He loved two Virginias. First, Virginia
Wise Galliford, the Marine Corps general’s
daughter he married and with whom he
raised Martha and Tom. She was a beautiful,
generous, and strong woman who also graced
the lives of many here today, and we misss
her.

And to be with the Senator was to learn of
the other Virginia of his life, the Common-
wealth: its magnificent natural beauty, its
wonderful and diverse people, its history—
colonial, Civil War, twentieth century—and,
certainly, its politics; traveling with Senator
Spong was a course in the rule of law; a class
in big band music; a seminar in sports from
Bill Belser, his Walter Mitty-sportswriter
self (and if last week’s resignation of UNC’s
Dean Smith marked the departure of the
ACC’s greatest coach, it has also just lost its
greatest fan in Bill Spong).

We, his staff and supporters, knew then, of
course, that his Senate tenure was too short.
History knows it now. Yet, the Senate’s loss,
the Nation’s loss, was clearly the gain of this
great institution and of many others he
cared so deeply about.

His departure from the Senate enabled him
to spend more time with his family, with
Virginia, with Martha, and with Tom. News
articles have related his expression in later
years of how important that was to him.
Many of us with him in 1972 heard him say it
then.

To Martha and Tom and to other members
of the Spong family, our thoughts and pray-
ers for you today will extend into the future.
He was immensely proud of you, and of his
and Virginia’s five splendid grandchildren:
Edward, Peter, Chase, Madison, and Lucy.

These beautiful and historic surroundings
remind us that there have been other ‘‘gray
cats’’ in Virginia’s history. George Wythe,
George Mason, come to mind. They turned
events, and their lives sent ripples through
decades and generations, and into the cen-
turies.

As we reflect on the life of William Spong,
our fine teacher, many of us know our own
lives were enriched and blessed by the impor-
tant place he has had, and will continue to
have, in them.

We know, too, and history will conclude,
that in his public service, Mr. Spong of Vir-
ginia was the best of his day, and is among
the greatest of Virginians.

EULOGY FOR WILLIAM B. SPONG, JR.
(By Timothy J. Sullivan)

It all began—with bourbon—and with tuna
salad. Not a few of you must be wondering
what I could possibly mean. How could Bill
Spong’s triumphant William and Mary years
have anything at all to do with bourbon and
tuna salad? But that is the way they did
begin, and you should know the story.

On a brilliant autumn Saturday sometime
in October of 1975 I drove from Williamsburg
to Portsmouth. I was the very young chair of
the William and Mary Law Dean Search
Committee. My job—and it seemed to me
mission impossible—was to help convince
Senator Spong that he really—really—did
want to become dean of a law school which
was at substantial risk of losing its profes-
sional accreditation.

Bill invited me to meet him at his home.
We sat down to lunch at the kitchen table.
His beloved Virginia provided the tuna
salad—which was very good, Bill supplied the
bourbon—which was also good. Martha hov-
ered—so it seemed to me—skeptically on the
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fringes of the room. Tommy would occasion-
ally catapult through in pursuit of an errant
soccer ball.

Bill and I talked—he was interested—and
the rest is happy history. Bill Spong did—as
we all know—come to William and Mary, and
his leadership first healed a crippled institu-
tion and then raised it to a level of national
distinction that none of us dared dream. He
built a place of genuine intellectual excel-
lence—but he did more. He built a law school
of which George Wythe would have approved.
And that is not a casual compliment. George
Wythe’s approval mattered to Bill—it
mattered very much. Bill’s inspiration
shaped a place where would be lawyers
learned not only their duty to their clients,
but their duty to humanity—a place where
professional success was and is defined not
only by hours billed—but by a client’s bur-
dens lifted—by anguish eased.

During much of Bill’s deanship, I served as
one of his associate deans. We became
friends—more than friends really—our asso-
ciation deepened in ways that—then and
now—makes it one of the great treasures of
my life.

He was my teacher, too. I learned life les-
sons that I have never forgotten and for
which I have never failed to be grateful. As
a teacher, Bill was almost magical. He
taught without seeming to teach, and you
learned without realizing that you were
being taught—until afterwards—when you
were left to discover—with manifest joy—the
power of the lessons he had lodged deep with-
in your heart.

As most of you know, Bill did not drive.
When he was here, I was one of those who
shared with Virginia the responsibility of
getting him where he needed to go—and that
led to not a few adventures.

One day he asked me whether I would like
to go to Hampden-Sydney. I said yes. I had
never been there—and I was anxious to see
for myself—a place Bill really believed was
some kind of collegiate paradise. I asked him
when I should pick him up. He said—don’t
worry—just be here in the morning. When I
arrived on the next day, I discovered he had
engaged Mr. Albert Durant—a loquacious
and long-time chauffeur for hire—who was
something of a local institution. Mr.
Durant’s vehicle was a great, long black lim-
ousine—the vintage of which would have
given it pride of place in President Eisen-
hower’s first inaugural parade.

We bought sandwiches from the Cheese
Shop and rolled up the road to Farmville—
fully occupied by Mr. Durant’s non-stop com-
mentary while eating our lunch out of paper
sacks in the back seat.

When we approached the limits of that col-
legiate paradise—Bill leaned forward and
said—Mr. Durant . . . ‘‘Mr. Durant . . . see
that alley up there on the right—turn in
there. I can’t let them see me coming in a
car like this.’’ Now—it wouldn’t have been
accurate exactly—to say that we snuck on to
the campus in camouflage—but it would be
accurate to say that we didn’t make a point
of being seen until we were a safe distance
from any possible connection with Mr.
Durant’s gleaming but antique limousine.

On the way home, we stopped to get gas in
what was then the wilderness of Chesterfield.
I got out with Mr. Durant to stretch my legs.
Bill stayed in the car. As he serviced the car,
the attendant peered in to the back win-
dow—turned to me—and asked with some
awe in his voice—‘‘Would that be the Gov-
ernor in there?’’ ‘‘No,’’ I said, ‘‘but he should
have been.’’ I still think that. He should
have been.

But now, all is memory—the life is com-
plete. What he should have been doesn’t mat-
ter. What does is what he was. And what he
way—was the most thoughtful public servant

of his generation—a great man who lived
this Commonwealth—not uncritically—but
loved it still—the beauty of the land—the de-
cency of its people—the glory of its history.

What he was—was a teacher and builder
who believe profoundly in the power of edu-
cation and who struck many a powerful blow
for civility and civilization.

What he was—was a friend whose friend-
ship made you laugh for the sheer joy of it,
whose love gave you strength and whose ex-
ample gave you courage.

All that we must consign to memory—at
the moment it is a memory that wounds—
and deeply.

But we all know—that in God’s good
time—that the would will mostly heal—the
pain will largely disappear—and we will be
left with the wonder—and may I say the
warming glory of having been numbered
among that special band who loved and were
loved by our eternal friend—Bill Spong.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I note the
temporary absence of anyone else seek-
ing to speak. I note the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
f

MAMMOGRAPHY QUALITY
STANDARDS ACT

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to celebrate the Senate passage
of the Mammography Quality Stand-
ards Act. I am delighted that the Sen-
ate acted on Sunday, November 9 to
unanimously approve this important
legislation. The bill that the Senate
has now passed reauthorizes the origi-
nal legislation which passed in 1992
with bipartisan support. This year’s
bill is presented to the Senate with 55
cosponsors.

What MQSA does is require that all
facilities that provide mammograms
meet key safety and quality-assurance
standards in the area of personnel,
equipment, and operating procedures.
Before the law passed, tests were mis-
read, women were misdiagnosed, and
people died as a result of sloppy work.
Since 1992, MQSA has been successful
in bringing facilities into compliance
with the federal standards.

What are these national, uniform
quality standards for mammography?
Well, facilities are required to use
equipment designed specifically for
mammography. Only radiological tech-
nologists can perform mammography.
Only qualified doctors can interpret
the results of mammography. Facili-
ties must establish a quality assurance
and control program to ensure reliabil-
ity, clarity and accurate interpretation
of mammograms. Facilities must be in-
spected annually by qualified inspec-
tors. Finally, facilities must be accred-
ited by an accrediting body approved
by the Secretary of Health and Human
Services.

This current reauthorization makes a
few minor changes to the law to ensure
the following: Patients and referring
physicians must be advised of any
mammography facility deficiency.
Women are guaranteed the right to ob-
tain an original of their mammogram.
Finally, both state and local govern-
ment agencies are permitted to have
inspection authority.

I like this law because it has saved
lives. The front line against breast can-
cer is mammography. We know that
early detection saves lives. But a mam-
mogram is worse than useless if it pro-
duces a poor-quality image or is mis-
interpreted. The first rule of all medi-
cal treatment is: Above all things, do
no harm. And a bad mammogram can
do real harm by leading a woman and
her doctor to believe that nothing is
wrong when something is. The result
can be unnecessary suffering or even a
death that could have been prevented.
That is why this legislation is so im-
portant. This law needs to be reauthor-
ized so that we don’t go back to the old
days when women’s lives were in jeop-
ardy.

A strong inspection program under
MQSA is extremely important to en-
sure the public that quality standards
are being met. In a GAO report which
evaluated the MQSA inspection pro-
gram, GAO praised the program. They
also recommended changes to further
strengthen the program. FDA is in the
process of implementing these rec-
ommendations. The FDA has proposed
to direct its attention to conducting
comprehensive inspections on those fa-
cilities where problems have been iden-
tified in the past, while decreasing the
extensiveness of inspections at those
facilities with excellent compliance
records. I think it is important for the
FDA to move promptly in this direc-
tion. The best way to protect the pub-
lic health is for the FDA to focus its
resources on the problem facilities.

I want to make sure that women’s
health needs are met comprehensively.
It is expected that 180,000 new cases of
breast cancer will be diagnosed and
about 44,000 women will die from the
disease in 1997. This makes breast can-
cer the most common cancer among
women. And only lung cancer causes
more deaths in women.

We must aggressively pursue preven-
tion in our war on breast cancer. I
pledge to fight for new attitudes and
find new ways to end the needless pain
and death that too many American
women face. This bill is an important
step in that direction.

As the 105th Congress comes to a
close, we can look back on some great
bipartisan victories and other great
partisan frustrations. But one area Re-
publicans and Democrats have always
worked together on is women’s health.
I am proud of this bill’s broad biparti-
san support. I want to take this oppor-
tunity to thank all the cosponsors for
making this happen. A special thanks
to Senator JEFFORDS for working with
me on making passage of this bill a re-
ality. As Dean of the Democratic
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Women, I want to also thank the Dean
of the Republican Women, KAY BAILEY
HUTCHISON, for always reaching out to
work together on the issues that mat-
ter most to American women and their
families.

Still, Senate passage alone does not
assure reauthorization. It is my hope
that the strong show of bipartisan sup-
port for this bill here in the Senate will
encourage the House of Representa-
tives to promptly move forward on this
bill. I hope they will follow our lead to
ensure a quick reauthorization of
MQSA. America’s women are counting
on it.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I join
Senator MIKULSKI and many of my col-
leagues today to support reauthoriza-
tion of the Mammography Quality
Standards Act. I want to especially
commend Senator MIKULSKI for her in-
valuable leadership on this issue. She
brought the problem of poor quality
mammography screening to the Sen-
ate’s attention several years ago and
authored the historic legislation we are
today reauthorizing.

As many of you know, I lost my sis-
ters at an early age because of breast
cancer. This experience has helped to
make me acutely aware of the need for
research on and improved early detec-
tion of breast cancer. I’ve always
thought if they had had access to qual-
ity mammography screening, they
would be alive with us today.

Starting in 1990, as chairman of the
Labor, Health and Human Services Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I worked
with Senator MIKULSKI and others to
start and fund a program at the CDC to
provide screening for lower income
women without insurance. And in 1992,
I offered an amendment to dedicate
$210 million in the Defense budget for
breast cancer research. Because of this
legislation, funding for breast cancer
research has been included in the De-
fense Department budget every year
since 1992, and will be included again in
Fiscal Year 1998.

It is clear that if we are to win the
war on breast cancer we must continue
to support research on improved treat-
ments, but we must also ensure that
breast cancer is detected early enough
to apply these treatments effectively.
The need for legislating mammography
quality standards is obvious—every
year approximately 180,000 women will
be diagnosed and 44,000 women will die
of breast cancer. We can prolong and
save the lives of millions of women if
we can detect the cancer early in its
development. The earlier we can diag-
nose breast cancer, the sooner a women
can begin to receive appropriate treat-
ment, and the more likely it is that she
will survive. It is vital that all women
have access to mammograms which are
both properly performed and accu-
rately analyzed. This screening is a
very powerful weapon in the battle
against cancer.

Early diagnosis, and consequently
early treatment, depend upon accurate
evaluations of breast tissue. This

means that the health care profes-
sionals taking mammograms and read-
ing mammograms must be properly
trained. This Act sets forth require-
ments that all mammography facilities
meet stringent standards in terms of
equipment used, personnel, and report-
ing of mammography findings.

Congress must act quickly to pass
this reauthorization so that women
throughout our nation can be confident
that they are receiving the safest, most
reliable mammography available.
Without these standards, women do not
have such guarantees. They would be
forced to place their lives in the hands
of a random patchwork of Federal,
State, and voluntary standards. This is
unacceptable. We cannot return to the
days before this law was passed, when
women were misdiagnosed because
mammography clinics did not have
standards for quality control.

Women also deserve the best tech-
nology available when it comes to
early detection of cancer because ad-
vanced technology means more accu-
rate, and therefore earlier diagnosis.
One such advance is digital mammog-
raphy. This screening technique in-
volves the creation of digital images
which are more easily visualized and
can also be stored and forwarded to
other medical sites. This can provide
women in rural areas with vital access
to expert medical diagnosticians.

When women and their doctors have
access to the best technology available,
such as digital mammography, it can
mean the difference between life and
death. It can also mean money saved,
because it is cheaper to treat a small,
confined tumor than it is to treat a
full-blown metastactic cancer which
has spread to other organ systems.

Breast cancer is the most common
cancer among American women, but it
does not have to be the No. 1 cancer
killer among women in the United
States because we have ways to detect
it early on. The National Cancer Insti-
tute advises that ‘‘high-quality mam-
mography combined with a clinical
breast exam is the most effective tech-
nology presently available to detect
breast tumors.’’ We have an obligation
to American women to ensure that the
mammographies they receive meet
high-quality federal standards. I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
this legislation and I look forward to
its speedy passage into law.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to commend my colleagues
for passing the Mammography Quality
Standards Act, assuring that national,
uniform quality standards will be in
place for this lifesaving, preventive
procedure.

Experts universally agree that mam-
mography is one of the best ways to de-
tect breast cancer early. Yet, statistics
show that the majority of women who
need mammograms are not getting
them. Nearly 40 percent of women ages
40 to 49, 35 percent of women ages 50 to
64, and 46 percent of women 65 years of
age and over have not received a mam-

mogram in the past 2 years. With 44,000
women dying annually from breast
cancer, one in three of these might be
saved if her breast cancer is detected
early.

Since almost 10 percent of breast
cancers are not detected by mammog-
raphy, it’s essential to remember
breast self-examination and clinical
screening as the other important early
detection tools we have at our disposal.

This was the first year that the Na-
tional Cancer Institute joined the
American Cancer Society and other
breast cancer organizations in support
of screening mammograms on a regular
basis. Dr. Richard Klausner, NCI Direc-
tor, announced in March that the
mammography recommendations of
the National Cancer Screening Board
would be adopted by NCI.

Dr. Klausner spoke movingly about
NCI-conducted focus groups that found
that many women are not aware that
breast cancer risks increase with age
and that most women who develop
breast cancer have no family history of
the disease. He is to be commended for
launching a new education campaign
featuring new breast health and mam-
mogram fact booklets, and breast
health information hotline and
Internet website.

The passage of the reauthorization of
the Mammography Quality Standards
Act dovetails nicely with these efforts.
The original legislation passed in 1992
has been successful in bringing mam-
mography screening facilities into
compliance with a tough Federal
standard. Patients can be assured that
their mammography procedures and re-
sults are provided by qualified tech-
nical professionals and with annually
inspected radiographic equipment and
facilities.

This reauthorization makes some
needed improvements to existing law.
Facilities are now required to inform
the patient as well as the physician
about the screening results, and pa-
tients may now obtain their original
mammogram films and report. Con-
sumers and physicians must now be ad-
vised of any mammography facility de-
ficiencies, and both State and local
government agencies are granted in-
spection authority. These improve-
ments were recommended in a GAO re-
port as ways to assure that this vital
prevention program continues to pro-
tect the public health and address
women’s health needs.

Last, I want to thank all the count-
less radiologists, radiologic techni-
cians, and support workers who provide
this very worthwhile service and make
the time spent undertaking this proce-
dure as pleasant as possible. These are
the soldiers in our war against cancer,
and their contributions are invaluable.
I thank you all for your support.
f

AMENDING THE INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE OF 1986

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to advise Members of the
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Senate why I have objected to the Sen-
ate consideration of H.R. 2513. This
bill, which was sent by the House to
the Senate in the closing days of this
session, would provide tax relief for
certain matters involving active fi-
nancing income from foreign personal
holding company income and sale of
stock in agricultural processors to cer-
tain farmers’ cooperatives.

First of all, Mr. President, I have no
objection to the provisions which pro-
vide tax relief in these matters. How-
ever, I do object to the manner in
which the House has proposed that we
pay for these tax reductions. The use of
sales of defense stockpiles to finance
these tax relief measures is, in my
opinion, inappropriate and inconsistent
with section 311 of the Budget Act.

While I am removing my objection to
the consideration of H.R. 2513, I want
to make clear to Members in both the
Senate and the House that I do not
consider that a precedent is being es-
tablished for using defense assets as
offsets for non-defense-related expendi-
tures. I want to make it clear also that
I intend to object to any similar tax re-
lief legislation which is paid for in such
a manner in the future.

As the majority leader moves to
close out the remaining business so
that the Senate can adjourn, I want to
take this opportunity to commend him
for his superb leadership and the out-
standing manner in which he has man-
aged the Senate’s business as the ma-
jority leader. I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with him in the future.
f

TRIBAL FOSTER CARE AND
ADOPTION

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
would like to bring to the attention of
the Senate an issue which, I believe,
needs to be addressed. Title IV–E of the
Social Security Act, Federal payments
for foster care and adoption assistance,
does not provide equitable foster care
and adoption services for Indian chil-
dren living in tribal areas. I had hoped
we might be able to amend this bill,
which is designed to better serve chil-
dren in need of permanent, loving
homes, to include children living in
tribal areas. However, it appears that
we will be unable to do that at this
time. Nonetheless, it is clear that the
funding that provides services to In-
dian children is sufficient to address
the compelling needs of children not
equivalent to that provided for services
to children not living on reservations,
and for that reason, I would like to en-
gage in a discussion about how we
might address this issue.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
am happy to engage in a colloquy with
the Democratic leader. Can the leader
tell me what constitutes the primary
impediment to Indian children and
tribal government access to the Fed-
eral foster care program and Federal
adoption assistance program?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
flaw in the statute is that it provides

IV–E assistance only to children placed
by State courts or agencies with whom
States have agreements. In doing so,
the law has left out Indian children liv-
ing in tribal areas who are placed in
foster care and adoptive homes by trib-
al courts. A relatively small number of
tribes—50, or 10 percent of the total
number of federally recognized tribes—
has been able to work out tribal/State
agreements whereby foster care pay-
ments are made for children placed by
tribal courts. These agreements do not
provide the full services of the title IV–
E program, as they by and large do not
include training and administrative
funding for tribal governments. A
major impediment to reaching even
these less-than-ideal tribal/State
agreements is that State governments
retain liability under the agreements,
something that States are reluctant to
do.

The result is that Indian children—
often the poorest of the poor in our Na-
tion—are sometimes placed in
unsubsidized homes without necessary
foster care services. This should not be
the case. Other children in this Nation
who meet the eligibility requirements
are eligible for the services of the open-
ended Foster Care and Adoption Assist-
ance Entitlement Program. State gov-
ernments have benefited from large
amounts of Federal administrative and
training funds for their foster care/
adoption assistance programs. Tribal
governments and Indian children have
not.

The legislation being considered
today is designed to improve services
and encourage permanent placements
for children. Indian children living in
tribal areas, however, have not bene-
fited to the same extent as other chil-
dren under the current program, and
we should ensure that that discrepancy
is eliminated.

The IV–E program provides help to
fund the basics, such as food, shelter,
clothing, and school supplies for the
children, but this program does not in-
clude Indian children. We need to get
our priorities in order, and help all
children, especially those with special
needs, including Indian children. I un-
derstand the primary reason for not in-
cluding an amendment to make Indian
children in tribal areas and tribal gov-
ernment eligible for the IV–E program
is that no offset was provided for the
cost.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
the Senator is correct. Unfortunately,
there are many provisions and new in-
vestments that Members wanted to in-
clude. But we are running out of time
in this session, and securing new fund-
ing and appropriate revenue offsets is
an overwhelming challenge. I appre-
ciate the concerns the Senator has
raised and would like to work with him
in the future. As my colleagues know,
Indian children are covered under a
special law, known as the Indian Child
Welfare Act. We should work together
to ensure that this law and other Fed-
eral programs for abused and neglected
children are better coordinated.

Let me assure my colleagues, though,
that this package will help Indian chil-
dren. Within the Promotion of Adop-
tion, Safety, and Support for Abused
and Neglected Children, the PASS Act,
is a provision to extend the 1993 law to
provide funding for family preservation
and family support for 3 additional
years. This program is designed to sup-
port community-based programs to
help innovative projects invest in pre-
vention and programs to strengthen
families. Within the existing law is a 1-
percent set aside for the tribes. This
will be extended 3 more years, and I
hope this funding will enable the tribes
to continue ongoing efforts to help In-
dian children.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I, too,
want to express my strong interest in
amending the title IV–E statute so
that Indian children placed by tribal
courts have access to this program on
the same basis as other children and
that tribal governments with approved
programs be made eligible for IV–E ad-
ministrative and training funds on the
same basis as States. Senator CAMP-
BELL and I jointly wrote the Finance
Committee on this matter.

I would point out that the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs, in April
1995, held a hearing on welfare reform
proposals. At that hearing, a represent-
ative of the Department of Health and
Human Services, Office of the Inspec-
tor General, testified with regard to its
August 1994 report: ‘‘Opportunities for
Administration on Children and Fami-
lies to Improve Child Welfare Services
and Protections for Native American
Children,’’ which documented that
tribes receive little benefit or funding
from the title IV–E Foster Care and
Adoption Assistance Program—and
other Social Security Act programs.
The OIG report states: ‘‘The surest way
to guarantee that Indian people receive
benefits from these Social Security Act
programs is to * * * provide direct allo-
cations to tribes.’’ The OIG report also
noted that the State officials with
whom they talked preferred direct IV–
E funding to tribes:

With respect to IV–E funding, most State
officials with whom we talked favored ACF
(Administration on Children and Families)
dealing directly with Tribes. This direct ap-
proach for title IV–E would eliminate the
need for Tribal-State agreement, and be-
cause title IV–E is an uncapped Federal enti-
tlement, would not affect the moneys avail-
able to the States. (p. 13)

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I share
the concerns expressed by my col-
leagues about basic fairness. Last year
during consideration of welfare reform,
I advocated that we use that bill as a
vehicle to fix the title IV–E law with
regard to tribes and Indian children in
tribal areas. Under the current law,
states cannot even administer a Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families
[TANF] program unless they have in
place a foster care/adoption assistance
program. I appreciate the efforts of
Representatives HAYWORTH and
MCDERMOTT in trying to fix this prob-
lem during the Ways and Means Com-
mittee consideration of its adoption
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bill, H.R. 867, and also of former Rep-
resentative Bill Richardson who early
this year introduced a freestanding bill
on this issue. It seems that we keep
running into the issue of funding. This
is, however, a clear-cut case of fairness,
and we must work together to provide
equitable assistance to Indian children.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly appreciate the perspective my
colleagues bring to this issue. Clearly,
we need to take into account the sta-
tus of tribes and tribal court system
and the children under their jurisdic-
tion in determining IV–E payments. I
will work with them to correct this in-
equity.

Mr. DORGAN. I would like to add my
voice to those of my colleagues who
share my belief that it is fundamen-
tally unfair for Indian children placed
by tribal courts to be ineligible for IV–
E assistance even though these chil-
dren otherwise meet the eligibility re-
quirements. In my judgment, we have a
responsibility, both because of the Fed-
eral Government’s trust relationship
with Indian tribes and because of the
desperate need that exists in Indian
country for this funding, to correct
this oversight as quickly as possible.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
thank all of my colleagues for joining
me in this discussion and for their ac-
knowledgment that this is an injustice
that must be corrected. I look forward
to working with them to make sure we
provide the same resources for Indian
children as we do for other children in
this country.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE BOB
JONES, JR.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am
saddened to report the passing of a

longtime friend, a man of integrity and
honor, and someone who was well re-
spected throughout the United States,
Dr. Bob Jones, Jr.

Dr. Jones was the chancellor and
chairman of the fundamentalist Chris-
tian Bob Jones University, which was
founded by his father in 1927 and moved
to South Carolina in 1947. Students
who attend this institution learn the
fundamentals of Christianity while
gaining a valuable education that will
prepare them for their future. The uni-
versity’s talented and devoted staff of
educators make many contributions to
the world through their service to the
community and their dedication to
teaching others the truths of the Bible.
Graduates of Bob Jones University are
employed throughout the Nation in
many different fields, but each pos-
sesses the qualities and values of a
good Christian upbringing, and are
sound in both mind and body.

In addition to his service at the uni-
versity, Dr. Jones was a well respected
preacher and Christian leader through-
out the Nation. Addressing crowds at
church services, conferences, and meet-
ings around the world, he was often
touted as an evangelical leader who
gained an unequaled respect and admi-
ration from those who had the privi-
lege of hearing him speak. Words can-
not possibly express the degree of his
devotion to the Christian faith, his
community, family, and friends. His
death has left a large void that will
serve to remind us of the great impact
he had upon each of these. Dr. Jones
was a dear friend of mine, and I feel a
deep loss in his death, as do so many
throughout our Nation.

His family, which includes his wife,
Fannie May Holmes Jones; his three
children; 10 grandchildren; and his

three great-grandchildren, all have my
deepest sympathies. They have lost a
wonderful husband, father, grand-
father, and great-grandfather, and
South Carolina has lost an irreplace-
able son.

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, November 12, 1997, the Federal
debt stood at $5,429,798,432,997.19 (Five
trillion, four hundred twenty-nine bil-
lion, seven hundred ninety-eight mil-
lion, four hundred thirty-two thousand,
nine hundred ninety-seven dollars and
nineteen cents).

One year ago, November 12, 1996, the
Federal debt stood at $5,246,804,000,000
(Five trillion, two hundred forty-six
billion, eight hundred four million).

Five years ago, November 12, 1992,
the Federal debt stood at
$4,083,868,000,000 (Four trillion, eighty-
three billion, eight hundred sixty-eight
million).

Ten years ago, November 12, 1987, the
Federal debt stood at $2,394,714,000,000
(Two trillion, three hundred ninety-
four billion, seven hundred fourteen
million).

Fifteen years ago, November 12, 1982,
the Federal debt stood at
$1,141,767,000,000 (One trillion, one hun-
dred forty-one billion, seven hundred
sixty-seven million) which reflects a
debt increase of more than $4 trillion—
$4,288,031,432,997.19 (Four trillion, two
hundred eighty-eight billion, thirty-
one million, four hundred thirty-two
thousand, nine hundred ninety-seven
dollars and nineteen cents) during the
past 15 years.
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